CITY OF ROCHESTER
COUNCIL AGENDA
COUNCIL/BOARD CHAMBERS
GOVERNMENT CENTER
151 4™ STREET SE

MEETING NO. 2 JANUARY 21, 2004
REGULAR ADJOURNED 7:00 P.M.
PLEDCE OF ALLECGIANCE
PAGE
12 A)  NONE: OPEN COMMENT PERIOD
B) CALL TO ORDER
C) LETTERS AND PETITIONS
3-4 D) CONSENT AGENDA/ORGANIZATIONAL BUSINESS
1) APPROVED: Approval of Minutes

5-8 2) APPROVED: Appointment to the Rochester Civic Music Board

9-12 3)  TABLED: Appointment to the Committee on Urban Design &
Environment

13-14 4) APPROVED: 2004 Compensation for Department Heads

15-16 5) APPROVED: Adoption of Aquila Gas Franchise Ordinance

17-18 6) APPROVED: Agreement with the City of Rochester to spread
biological solids on Airport Property

19-20 7) APPROVED: Licenses, Bonds & Miscellaneous Activities

21-22 8) APPROVED: Address & Owner Change for Boomers Lounge
LLC — Exclusive On Sale & Sunday Intoxicating Liquor & Dance
License

23-24 9) APPROVED: off Sale Intoxicating Liquor License for Texano
Liquor Store

25-26 10)  APPROVED: Approval of Accounts Payable

27-28 1) APPROVED: Promotional Appointment — Motor Operator —
Rochester Fire Department

29-32 12)  APPROVED: Annexation Petition #03-22 by Joel Bigelow &
Sons Enterprises, Inc.

33-34 13)  APPROVED: Wwetland Delineation and Replacement Plan —

Penz-Orr Subdivision



35-38

39-42
43-44

45-46
47-48
49-50
51-52
53-54
55-56
57-58

59-60

E)
61-86

87-128
129-160

161-172

F)

G)
173-174

H)

14)

15)
16)

17)
18)
19)
20)
21)
22)
23)

24)

APPROVED: Orderly Annexation #03-28 by Kenneth
Schoenfelder

APPROVED: o0rderly Annexation #04-01 by Robert Eide
APPROVED: Acceptance of Donation of Radar Device from
IBM

APPROVED: Amendment 1 to 1998 Traffic Signal Agreement
with Olmsted County for Five Traffic Signals

APPROVED: cCounty State Aid Street System Revisions Within
the City of Rochester

APPROVED: Project Solicitation and Prioritization for Federal
Highway Funds for FY 2008

APPROVED: Professional Services Agreement for Preliminary
Design of the TH52/65™ Street Interchange, J7212

APPROVED: Real Estate — Annexation of Properties in
Cascade Township

APPROVED: Real Estate — Annexation of Properties in
Cascade Township — Overland Drive NW project

APPROVED: Additions to the Municipal State Aid Street
System

APPROVED: Additions to the Municipal State Aid Street
System

HEARINGS

1)

CONTINUED TO FEBRUARY 2: cContinued Hearing on
Zoning District Amendment #03-22 by COPAR Development to
rezone from R-1 to B-4 and R-1x land located West of TH63, south of
TH52 and Southtown Heights and north of 36th Street SW.

CONTINUED TO FEBRUARY 2: cContinued Hearing on

General Development Plan #219, to be known as Spring Brook Valley

WITHDRAWN: Continued Hearing on Restricted Development
Preliminary Plan #03-57 by Clint and Shelly Tagtow

APPROVED: Final Plat #03-46 to be known as Waters
Subdivision by Ron Braasch/Kevin Swanson

REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

RESOLUTIONS AND ORDINANCES

TABLED ITEMS



1) OTHER BUSINESS

J) ADJOURNMENT



REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING l
DATE: _1/21/04

AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM NO.
OPEN COMMENT PERIOD CITY ADMINISTRATOR A
ITEM DESCRIPTION: OPEN COMMENT PERIOD PREPARED BY:
S. KVENVOLD

This agenda section is primarily for the purpose of allowing citizens to address the City Council on a topic of
their choice. The following guidelines apply:

e This section of the agenda may not be used as a forum to continue discussion on an agenda item which has
already been held as a public hearing.

o This agenda section is limited to 15 minutes and each speaker is limited to 4 minutes.

¢ Any speakers not having the opportunity to be heard will be first to present at the next Council meeting.
* Citizens may only use this forum to address the Council on a maximum of one time per month.

e Matters currently under negotiation, litigation or related to personnel will not be discussed in this forum.
* Questions posed by a speaker will generally be responded to in writing.

COUNCIL ACTION: Motion by: Second by: to:







REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING }
DATE: 1/21/04

AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM NO.
CONSENT AGENDA CITY ADMINISTRATOR D-1-24
ITEM DESCRIPTION: APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS PREPARED BY:
G. NEUMANN

This RCA lists all the items which have been included in the consent agenda for this meeting. The Council can approve
the items with a single motion to approve. The Council President will allow the Councilmembers an opportunity tq
whether there are any of these items which you wish to have removed from the consent agenda approval and to have
discussed and acted upon separately by the Council.

The consent agenda for this meeting consists of the following RCAs:

18)

Approval of Minutes

Appointment to the Rochester Civic Music Board

Appointment to the Committee on Urban Design & Environment

2004 Compensation for Department Heads

Adoption of Aquila Gas Franchise Ordinance

Agreement with the City of Rochester to spread biological solids on Airport
Property

Licenses, Bonds & Miscellaneous Activities

Address & Owner Change for Boomers Lounge LLC — Exclusive On Sale &
Sunday Intoxicating Liquor & Dance License

Off Sale Intoxicating Liquor License for Texano Liquor Store

Approval of Accounts Payable

Promotional Appointment — Motor Operator — Rochester Fire Department
Annexation Petition #03-22 by Joel Bigelow & Sons Enterprises, Inc.

Wetland Delineation and Replacement Plan — Penz-Orr Subdivision

Orderly Annexation #03-28 by Kenneth Schoenfelder

Orderly Annexation #04-01 by Robert Eide

Acceptance of Donation of Radar Device from IBM

Amendment 1 to 1998 Traffic Signal Agreement with Olmsted County for Five
Traffic Signals

County State Aid Street System Revisions Within the City of Rochester

Project Solicitation and Prioritization for Federal Highway Funds for FY 2008

COUNCIL ACTION: Motion by: Second by: to:




X

Request for Council Action

Page 2

January 21, 2004

20)

21)
22)

23)
24)

Professional Services Agreement for Preliminary Design of the TH52/65" Street
Interchange, J7212

Real Estate — Annexation of Properties in Cascade Township

Real Estate — Annexation of Properties in Cascade Township — Overland Drive NW

project
Additions to the Municipal State Aid Street System

Additions to the Municipal State Aid Street System

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:

Motion to/ approve consent agenda items



,, P
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING 5
DATE: _1/21/04

AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM NO.
Organizational Business Mayor's Office “h ; 2
ITEM DESCRIPTION: Appointment to the Rochester Civic Music Board PREPARED BY:
Mayor Brede

I hereby submit for your approval the following appointment to the Rochester Civic Music Board:
Erik Westra
1447 NW 13 Ave

Mr. Westra's term will expire December 2006.




PERSONAL INFORMATION

Name =£/45 W=7 RA Ward
Address_/ /47 /37* A= A/ Zip Code _559¢ /

Phone (H) 507 252.0888 (B) 427 _358. c/779/ (FAX)
E-mail ﬁ//,éﬁa/m»/uum«//e Jaun o (M/}

How long have you been a resident of Rochester? 7 ﬂ%‘t/ (7 eav) ; /7

Are you or any of your family members presently employed by the City of Rochester or serving on any
of the City's advisory boards?

YGSL No____Ifyes, explain: /e Rer _f /,é’;cé//c f‘axao/ Feacher

EXPERIENCE AND EDUCATION

Name of Employer: j%”@/ﬁ—%m&{eﬂ /4‘1 /:/ /V/On

Occupation: __, fﬂ,/c’[/ /dafflﬂ/TW

Education: //77/ /t/A"’ e /)E/Wfr’ ‘A /d.//’/‘ zu///ylfl n,q,;f)

/

Community Service/Activities: ANfowe  CapkEnzid

N

Please list major responsibilities that you have had or currently have in a community project or
organization or in your occupation:

e et e

Civic/Professional Organization Memperships: g ; )
L_am /jffl‘/v /fo' /:‘\/hfv?/fi/ wi A ~Hhe

//) Mr’//efb /%M///%A_ﬂ\ﬁé&&é%ﬂ/‘/-

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Please indicate why you are interested in being appointed to an advisory board, and why you feel you

are qualified to serve on the advisory board(s) prexﬁlsly indicated.
Z azp w bny il ¢ Z/df%’//%fﬂ A %P/f

A 2re4/s € Zmy//m%//c 6oa,éﬂzf/7‘ﬂ/r’n/éa
5 wa

What do you believe you could contribute if appointed to an advisory board?

Zas K4 ;é/mpp/ﬁ/m a/u/»z p eyl it Fos
A Bep s muy a5el T h/mz/(/A /g/n Kay/w/&k

7#41/1/ 4?4*7‘1/6{(«&//% M/Mﬁ!// (4/;7,




How do you believe you would benefit if appointed to a Board or Commission?
7 N/«.A// e %P Dest/oa/é. / (2 741‘5 on -

f/’lt'b(///’](_} \7L /(f//ﬂ/’///ﬂ’m//ﬁ’ ﬂ%&//;’/ A é/ffw u/ﬁ

7
7

I am NOT available for Board/Commission meetings on the following evenings (circle):
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Chursday) Friday

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

Conflict of interest may arise by the participation in any activity, recommended action, or decision from
which you receive or could potentially receive direct or indirect personal financial gain, or other
personal interest. A conflict of interest may also occur if you hold a private or other public position in
addition to your City advisory board which may interfere with your discharge of your City
responsibilities. In accordance with these definitions, do you have any legal or equitable interest in
any business, however organized, which in the course of your participation in a City advisory board,
could give rise to a conflict of interest?

A .
Yes____No _"_\_ If yes, please provide details on a separate sheet of paper.

Do you own any real property located in Rochester, other than your residence, in which you have a
legal or equitable interest which, in the course of your participation in a City advisory board, could give
rise to a conflict of interest?

Yes ____No i yes, please provide details on a separate sheet of paper.

As a Board, Commission or Committee member, what issue(s) might cause conflict between civic
responsibility and personal/professional interests?
NoNE

As required by City ordinance, if appointed to a City advisory board, you must complete a disclosure
statement and file it with the City Clerk.

You may attach a resume if you desire. The selection process will vary according to the number of
applicants and vacancies, and may not include interviews with all candidates.

Thank you for your interest in serving on an adﬂ'sqry board for the City of Rochester.







REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

o
MEETING

DATE: 1/21/04

AGENDA SECTION: ' ORIGINATING DEPT:
Organizational Business Mayor's Office

ITEM NO.

v

ITEM DESCRIPTION: Appointment to the Committee on Urban Design & Environment
(CUDE)

PREPARED BY:
Mayor Brede

I hereby submit for your approval the following appointment to the Committee on Urban Design &

Environment (CUDE):
Jay Maier
71079 325 Street, Grand Meadow

Mr. Maier will fill the unexpired term of Ann Pierce. The term will expire March 2005.




PERSONAL INFORMATION
Name Ta\'/ Ma '7&/ Ward
Address__7/074 328  SF Grad Wf“l"zfp Code _5¢9) b
Phone (H) _§23 - b{ga‘ (B)_2&b -~ &722 (FAX) £23-bL /5O
E-mail t}\au} @ éma#am/,/;)vu . C g

—

How long have you been a resident of Rochester?

Are you or any of your family members presently employed by the City of Rochester or serving on any
of the City’s advisory boards?

Yes No _t~Tf yes, explain:

EXPERIENCE AND EDUCATION .

Name of Employer: ___ $¢/C Mavon  Fovect ;‘“ Jree

Occupation: (/r)sav: /;wé' cte.—

Education: ‘[2 < I%J‘e.e%nj , (:74\,/ for ke /zDQ/ 02 — O.f ,OZ

Community Service/Activities:

Please list major responsibilities that you have had or currently have in a community project or
organization orjn your occupation:

Reeat vt Of\c&f/u;;g)(,}—. il /,%flm,r Dm7 o0z

Civic/Professional Organization embe[}hips
] N A X-7 Dl € 6T

:/4/41-\,. Zted /)‘vnt/o

ADDITIONAL:'NFORMATION

Please indicate why you are interested in being appointed to an advisory board, and why you feel you

are gqualiﬁed to serve on the agdvisofy board(s) previousl indicated.
Aomgjatewred i) TR - velgled (1Guec qud o

CO")(’Q/\/V) ‘]Qv‘ Cu wa'ow ewv,‘»’wvyry\%’/‘

What do you believe you could contribute if appointed to an advisory board?

Techaie) @)Cﬁ&/?{\sz o I Atlgte S ICLUPS




!

How do you believe you would benefit if appointed to a Board or Commission?

A/’am{ w*f/z detvm[ié/ e;élf—’&/;'z'.woé«

| am NOT available for Board/Commission meetings on the following days / evenings (circle):

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

Conflict of interest may arise by the participation in any activity, recommended action, or decision from
which you receive or could potentially receive direct or indirect personal financial gain, or other
personal interest. A conflict of interest may also occur if you hold a private or other public position in
addition to your City advisory board which may interfere with your discharge of your City
responsibilities. In accordance with these definitions, do you have any legal or equitable interest in
any business, however organized, which in the course of your participation in a City advisory board,

could give rise to a conflict of interest?

Yes No _—If yes, please provide details on a separate sheet of paper.

Do you own any real property located in Rochester, other than your residence, in which you have a
legal or equitable interest which, in the course of your participation in a City advisory board, could give
rise to a conflict of interest?

Yes _No __‘_/lf yes, please provide details on a separate sheet of paper.

As a Board, Commission or Committee member, what issue(s) might cause conflict between civic
responsibility and personal/professional interests?

As required by City ordinance, if appointed to a City advisory board, you must complete a disclosure
statement and file it with the City Clerk.

You may attach a resume if you desire. The selection process will vary according to the number of
applicants and vacancies, and may not include interviews with all candidates.

Thank you for your interest in serving on an advisory board for the City of Rochester.

1l /21 )03 o C M

Date Sign}—xtbre |







REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING
DATE: 1/21/04
AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM NO.
CONSENT AGENDA ADMINISTRATION D"’
ITEM DESCRIPTION: 2004 COMPENSATION FOR DEPARTMENT HEADS PREPARED BY:
S.KVENVOLD

The City department heads are a non-union group that does meet as a “meet and confer’ group to
present compensation requests.

The 2004 compensation recommendation for the department heads is as follows:

1. A 3% increase in base pay for the department heads with a corresponding adjustment to the
pay ranges, effective January 1, 2004.

2. The department heads would be eligible for a pay for performance increase of 0 — 1 %%
dependent upon an evaluation of their performance on their anniversary date.

3. Personal Leave Time to be awarded as follows:

Years of Service Personal Leave Hours
0-3 28 hours
3-5 36 hours
5-7 ' 48 hours

This is the same as awarded in 2003

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:

Request a motion approving the 2004 compensation for department heads as recommended.

COUNCIL ACTION: Motion by: Second by: to:







§ -

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING
DATE: _1/21/04
AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM NO.
Consent Agenda CITY ADMINISTRATOR B _S
ITEM DESCRIPTION: Adoption of Aquila Gas Franchise Ordinance PREPARED BY:
T. SPAETH

The City and Aquila representatives have been working on the adoption of an ordinance relating to a gas franchise
within the City of Rochester. Under the proposed franchise ordinance, the City would grant Aquila a non-exclusive
right to operate, construct and maintain a public gas utility. Aquila would have the right to utilize the City’s public
rights-of-ways and public grounds for the purpose of extending, enlarging, repairing and maintaining its gas
distribution and transmission equipment and facilities. The proposed franchise term is for a ten (10) year period
from the effective date. The City, at its option, may extend the franchise for an additional ten (10) year period.

Subject to reasonable economic feasibility criteria and the terms of any MPUC approved tariff, Aquila shall provide
extensions of its pipes and mains to serve customers within the existing and future limits of the City. In the event
that Aquila would refuse to provide service extension (based upon feasibility criteria), they must provide notice of
such action to the City. The ordinance also contains language related to construction restrictions and relocation of
facilities. The City may require Aquila to move facilities at the company’s sole cost if the City is doing a right-of-
way or public ground improvement project that is based upon the need to avoid interference and is for a public
purpose. In the event that the City requests Aquila to relocate its facilities for a non public purpose or for the benefit
of a commercial or private project, then Aquila shall receive payment from the commercial or private developer for
the cost of such relocation. A relocation of Aquila facilities within a public right-of-way which is subsidized in
whole or in part by the Federal government shall not be an obligation of Aquila if such costs under the prevailing
law are the obligation of the Federal government.

The ordinance also contains language relating to indemnification and insurance requirements. Aquila must
indemnify and hold the City harmless from any and all claims arising out of the company’s negligence or
wrongdoing. Under the rates and service section of the ordinance, there is a provision that states that the City
reserves the right to regulate the rates and terms and conditions of Aquila’s gas service to the City to the full extent
permitted by law and to the extent that such regulation is not preempted by the state or federal government. (Please
note that the MPUC regulates the provision of gas service and rates charged for service under Minnesota Statutes.).
Any time Aquila applies to the MPUC to change its rates or terms and conditions of gas service, it must provide
notice of its application to the City. The City may elect to intervene in proceedings before the MPUC or any other
court or agency involving Aquila operations on behalf of the City or customers located in the City.

At this time, the City is not imposing a franchise fee as part of the adoption of this ordinance. The ordinance
does, however; contain a provision that allows the Council, at its discretion at any time during the term of the
ordinance to impose a franchise fee based upon a flat fee and the volumetric rates per 100 cubic feet of gas sold
or delivered to retail customers within the current and future limits of the City. .

*q A copy of the ordinance was provided
to the Mayor and Council separate
from the agenda due to its length.

Approval of ordinance relating to a gas franchise with Aquila, Inc.

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:

COUNCIL ACTION: Motion by: Second by: to:







REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

e
MEETING

DATE: /A [

AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT:
Consent Rochester International Airport

ITEM NO.

D~ (o

ITEM DESCRIPTION: Agreement with the City of Rochester to spread biological solids on
Airport Property.

PREPARED BY:
Steven W. Leqve

The Rochester Airport Commission recommends and requests Council authorization to:

Renew the Agreement between the City of Rochester and the Rochester Airport Company for the spreading of
biological solids from the Water Reclamation Plant on 1105.76 acres of Airport Property. This agreement

reflects an additional 40 acres with a $5 dollar increase to $105 per acre.

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:

Resolution authorizing the Mayor and the City Clerk to execute the Agreement for the City.

COUNCIL ACTION: Motion by: Second by: to;







7
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING \q
DATE: 1/21/04

AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM NO.
CONSENT AGENDA CITY CLERK B.""
ITEM DESCRIPTION: LICENSES, BONDS & MISCELLANEOUS ACTIVITIES PREPARED BY:
DONNA J SCHOTT

The following licenses, bonds and miscellaneous activities are submitted for the Council’s approvals or
disapprovals. All are pending departmental approvals, the required insurance, bonds, fees and all outstanding
debts with the City of Rochester.

GAMBLING — PREMISE RENEWAL

Community Charities of Minnesota
115 S Riverfront Dr. PO Box 819
Mankato, Mn. 56002
PREMISES AT:
Recreation Lanes
2810 N. Bdwy
Pint’s Pub
530 11" Ave NW

GAMBLING — TEMPORARY - RAFFLE

Rochester Post Bulletin Charities

18 1* Ave SE
Rochester, Mn. 55904

Raffle 3/24-25/04 AT
Graham Arena
16" St & 3™ Ave SE

MISCELLANEOUS

Optimist Club of Rochester
Frozen Goose Relay 2/14/04 9:30 AM to 11:30 AM
Eastwood Road & Eastwood Golf Course

National Multiple Sclerosis Society
MS Walk 5/2/04 10:00 AM to 4:00 PM
Soldiers Field

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED

A motion to approve the above licenses, bonds and miscellaneous activities.

COUNCIL ACTION: Motion by: Second by: to:







e
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING 2
DATE: _1/21/04

AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM NO.
CONSENT AGENDA CITY CLERK "b . 8

ITEM DESCRIPTION: ADDRESS &OWNER CHANGE FOR BOOMERS LOUNGE LLC - PREPARED BY:
EXCLUSIVE ON SALE & SUNDAY INTOXICATING LIQUOR & DANCE LICENSE DONNA J SCHOTT

Application has been received from Bradley Button for the location and owner change for his Exclusive On Sale
and Sunday Liquor and Dance License for Boomers Lounge LLC, which was originally approved for 1605
Civic Center Dr NW. Opening of the new Street Bar is scheduled for February 15, 2004 at the new location of
3737 40™ Ave NW. Jennifer Mewhorter along with Bradley Button is the other 50% owner in the place of

Donald Janasak.

Approval of the location change would be pending the required insurances, fees and all departmental approvals.

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED

A motion to approve the location change of Boomers Lounge LLC for an Exclusive On Sale and Sunday
Intoxicating Liquor and Dance License from 1605 Civic Center Dr NW to 3737 40™ Ave NW.

COUNCIL ACTION: Motion by: Second by: to:







REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

Ve
MEETING
DATE: 1/21/04

AGENDA SECTION:

CONSENT AGENDA

ORIGINATING DEPT:
CITY CLERK

ITEM NO.

-4

ITEM DESCRIPTION: OFF SALE INTOXICATING LIQUOR LICENSE FOR TEXANO

LIQUOR STORE

PREPARED BY:
DONNA J SCHOTT

Application has been received from Maria De Lourdes Salinas for an Off Sale Intoxicating Liquor License to be
located at 325 South Broadway. The scheduled opening is February 2, 2004.

Approvals of the license would be pending the required fees, insurance certificates and all departmental
approvals. A confidential investigative report has been returned satisfactorily.

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED

A motion to approve the application for an Off Sale Intoxicating Liquor License for Texano Liquor Store

located at 325 South Broadway.

COUNCIL ACTION: wmotion by:

Second by:







REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

{ /
MEETING }

DATE: 1/19/0

AGENDA SECTION:
Consent Agenda

ORIGINATING DEPT:
Finance Department

ITEM NO.

- 10

ITEM DESCRIPTION:
Approval of Accounts Payable

PREPARED BY:
Dale Martinson

Respectfully request a motion to approve the following cash disbursements:

Investment purchases of
Accounts payable of

$7,990,599.90
$2,976,204.67

Total disbursements $10,966,804.57

(Detailed listing of disbursements submitted separately.)

COUNCIL ACTION: Motion by:

Second by: . to:







-~

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING 2?
DATE: 1/21/04
ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM NO.

AGENDA SECTION:
Organizational / Consent

Human Resources

-\

ITEM DESCRIPTION: Promotional Appointment - Motor Operator -

Rochester Fire Department

PREPARED BY:

L Gils

The death of Steve Weist, Motor Operator, January 13, 2004 creates a vacancy for the

position of Motor Operator.

v U

The Fire Civil Service Commission has submitted the certified list of eligible candidates for

the position of Motor Operator and recommends the appointment of the candidate to the

position of Motor Operator.

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:

Promotional appointment of Christopher Bailey to the position of Motor Operator in the

Rochester Fire Department effective January 22, 2004.

COUNCIL ACTION: motion by:

Second by:







REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING
DATE: 01-21-0

AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM NO.
CONSENT AGENDA PLANNING D. \ 2
ITEM DESCRIPTION: Annexation Petition # 03-22-by Joel Bigelow & Sons Enterprises, Inc. | PREPARED BY:
to annex approximately 14 acres of land located along the south side of 41° Street NW, Theresa Fogarty,
along the east side of West Circle Drive NW and north of 40™ Avenue NW. Planner

January 15, 2004

Planning Department Recommendation:

See attached staff report, dated January 15, 2004,

The property taxes payable in the year an annexation is effective will e paid to the Township. For the five year following
annexation, the City will make a cash payment to the Township equaling 90%, 70%, 50%, 30% and 10% of the Townships
share of the taxes in the year the property was annexed. The 2004 Township portion of the taxes, on the property to be
annexed, is $4.42.

Council Action Needed:

1. If the Council wishes to proceed as petitioned, they shall sign the amendment prepared by
the City Attorney to the Cascade Township Orderly Annexation Agreement indicating that
the 14 acres of land located along the south side of 41" Street NW, along the east side of
West Circle Drive and north of 40" Avenue NW be annexed without hearings by the
Department of Administration — Municipal Boundary Adjustments.

2. The signed amendment should be transmitted to the Department of Administration —
Municipal Boundary Adjustments by the City Clerk (attached is a filing fee in the amount of
$28.00) . o :

3. The Council should instruct the City Attorney to prepare an ordinance that all land

included in this annexation be zoned " - Interim" upon annexation.

Attach £ **lhe City Attorney has advised that this land could have been
Afachments annexeC under the landowner petitioned 60 acres or less provisions.

However, Chis joint cesolution process also permits the
1. Staff repor, dated January 15, 2004. land to be annexed at this time. Please approve the

Distribution: joint resolution amendment.

1. City Administrator /&, v

2. City Clerk: Filing Fee Attached

3. City Attorney: Legal Description Attached

4. City Finance Director: Tax Information Attached

5. Planning Department File

6. Applicant: This item will be considered sometime after 7:00 p.m. on Wednesday, January 21, 2004 in the Council

Chambers at the Rochester / Olmsted County Government Center.
McGhie & Betts, Inc.

~

COUNCIL ACTION: Motion by: Second by: to:
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ANNEXATION

DESCRIPTION:
SEE ATTACHED

EXHIBIT
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2122 Campus Drive SE, Suite 100 » Rochester, MN 55904-4744
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TO: City Council

FROM: Theresa Fogarty, Planner
DATE: January 15, 2004

RE: Annexation Petition # 03-22-by Joel Bigelow & Sons Enterprises, Inc. to
annex approximately 14 acres of land located along the south side of 41
Street NW, along the east side of West Circle Drive NW and north of 40™
Avenue NW.

Planning Department Review:

Applicants/Owners: Joel Bigelow & Sons, Enterprises, Inc.
706 County Road 3 NW
Byron, MN 55920

Existing Land Use: This property is currently undeveloped land.

Existing Zoning: The property is zoned A-4 (Agricultural Urban Expansion) on
the Olmsted County zoning map.

Future Zoning: It is recommended that this property be placed in the “I"
Interim Zoning District until a petition to amend the zoning
district has been approved by the City Council.

Land Use Plan: This property is designated for “Industrial” use on the
Rochester Urban Service Area Land Use Plan.

Orderly Annexation A Joint Resolution for orderly annexation for certain property

Agreement: situated in the Town of Cascade, Olmsted County, State of

Minnesota was executed by Cascade Township on May 5,
1976 and the City of Rochester on May 17, 1976. This
property is included in the Joint Resolution.

Utilities: Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes 414.033 (subd.13), a
municipality must notify a petitioner that the cost of electric
utility service may change if the land is annexed to the
municipality. A notice has been provided to the applicant.

Townboard Review: An Amendment for this property, to the Joint Resolution for
Orderly Annexation with Cascade Township has been
executed by the Cascade Townboard.

Report Attachments: 1. Annexation /Location Map

BUILDING CODE 507/285-8345 + GIS/ADDRESSING/MAPPING 507/285-8232 « HOUSING/HRA 507/285-8224
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’v Orderly Annexation #03-22

Joel Bigelow & Sons Enterprise, Inc.
January 15, 2004

Staff Recommendation:

The Joint Resolution for Orderly Annexation between the City of Rochester and the Town of Cascade
allows immediate annexation of said property for orderly annexation to the City of Rochester. In such
instances, review by the Rochester Planning and Zoning Commission shall not be required to the City
acting upon said request.

The Town of Cascade has executed the Amendment to the Joint Resolution, therefore, staff recommends
that the City adopt the Amendment to the Joint Resolution for Orderly Annexation annexing the 14.0 acres
of land located along the south side of 41% Street NW, along the east side of West Circle Drive NW and
north of 40™ Avenue NW located in That part of the NE % of the NE % of Section 20, Cascade Township.

The City Planning and Zoning Commission recommendation shall include the City Zoning
classification as “I” Interim.
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION DATE: b ,&i/
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AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM NO.
CONSENT AGENDA PLANNING D - |
ITEM DESCRIPTION: Wetland Delineation and Replacement Plan — Penz-Orr Subdivision PREPARED BY:
John Harford, Senior
Plagnon

January 8, 2004

Wetland Delineation and Replacement Plan:

In early 2003 a wetland area was identified by the applicant’s consultant on this property located south of 65 St., NW
and immediately west of US 52. This Type 1 remnant wetland is located in a temporarily flooded waterway of a
cropped farm field. The wetland consists of a total of 0.74 acres. The applicant proposes to fill the entire wetland.
The applicant intends to purchase wetland credits from a wetland bank owner located within the Root River watershed
in Mower County. Based on the WCA regulations the Technical Evaluation Panel determined that the replacement
ratio is required to be 2.25:1. The required replacement area, therefore, is 1.67 acres.

Planning Staff Recommendation:

The staff recommends approval of this wetland replacement plan with a condition that the applicant complete the
wetland credit withdrawal process with the city, credit owner, and MN Board of Water and Soil Resources.

City Council Action:

1. The council should pass a resolution approving the replacement plan.

Attachments:

1. Wetland Map

2. Copy of Notice of Wetland Conservation Act Application
3. Wetland Credit Purchase Agreement.

Distribution:

1. City Administrator

2. City Clerk

3. City Attorney

4. Planning Department File

5. Applicant: This item will be considered sometime after 7:00 p.m. on Monday, November 6, 2000 in the Council
Chambers at the Government Center.

COUNCIL ACTION: motion by: Second by: to:







REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

MEETING %(

DATE: 01-21-04

AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT:
CONSENT AGENDA PLANNING

ITEM NO.

ITEM DESCRIPTION: Orderly Annexation #03-28, by Kenneth Schoenfeider. The applicant
is petitioning to annex approximately 26.10 acres of land in accordance with the Orderly
Annexation Agreement with Marion Township. The property includes a portion of the
former Western Digital site and is located along the northeast side of Marion Road and the
north side of 25" Street SE.

PREPARED BY:
Theresa Fogarty,
Planner

January 14, 2004

Planning Department Recommendation:

See attached staff reporf, dated January 14, 2004.

As part of the Orderly Annexation Agreement, property taxes payable on annexed land shall continue to be paid to the
Town of Marion for the entire year in which the annexation becomes effective. If the annexation becomes effective on or
before August 1 of a levy year, based on the date specified in the order from the Minnesota Municipal Board, the City may
levy on the annexed areas beginning with that levy year. If the annexation becomes effective after August 1 of a levy year,
the Town may continue to levy on the annexed area for that levy year. Thereafter property taxes on the annexed land shall

be paid to the City.

Council Action Needed:

Municipal Boundary Adjustments.

Marion and the Olmsted County Auditor/Treasurer.

1. If the Council wishes to proceed as petitioned, it should instruct the City Attorney to
prepare a resolution to be adopted and transmitted to the Department of Administration —

2. The signed resolution and a copy of the Joint Resolution for Orderly Annexation (Marion
Area #3) should be transmitted to the Department of Administration — Municipal Boundary
Adjustments by the City Clerk (attached is a filing fee for the application in the amount of
$52.28). The resolution and a copy of the Joint Resolution shall also be sent to the Town of

Attachments

1. Staff report, dated January 14, 2004.

Distribution:

1. City Administrator

City Clerk: Filing Fee Attached

City Attorney: Legal Description Attached

City Finance Director: Tax Information Attached
Planning Department File

ScOoprwN

Chambers at the Rochester / Olmsted County Government Center.
GGG Engineering

~

Applicant: This item will be considered sometime after 7:00 p.m. on Wednesday, January 21, 2004 in the Council

COUNCIL ACTION: wmotion by: Second by: to:
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ROCHESTER-OLMSTED PLANNING DEPARTMENT

COUNTY OF

2122 Campus Drive SE, Suite 100 « Rochester, MN 55904-4744

www.olmstedcounty.com/planning

TO: City Council

lendTed

FROM: Theresa Fogarty, Planner

DATE: January 14, 2004

RE: Orderly Annexation #03-28, by Kenneth Schoenfelder. The applicant is
petitioning to annex approximately 26.10 acres of land in accordance with
the Orderly Annexation Agreement with Marion Township. The property
includes a portion of the former Western Digital site and is located along
the northeast side of Marion Road and the north side of 25" Street SE.

Planning Department Review:

Applicants/Owners:

Existing Land Use:
Existing Zoning:

Future Zoning:

Land Use Pian:

Orderly Annexation
Agreement:

Adjacency to the Municipal
Limits:

Utilities:

Southgate Associates

Kenneth Schoenfelder

2331 Pinestar Lane SE

Rochester, MN 55904

There are existing commercial buildings on a portion of the
site, the remainder is vacant.

The property is zoned M-1 (Mixed Commercial - Industrial) on
the Rochester Zoning Map.

Upon annexation, the property will continue to be zoned M-1
(Mixed Commercial - Industrial) district on the Rochester
zoning map.

This property is designated for “industrial” uses on the
Rochester Urban Service Area Land Use Plan.

A Joint Resolution for orderly annexation for certain property
situated in the Town of Marion, Olmsted County, State of
Minnesota was executed by Marion Township on September
14, 1999 and the City of Rochester September 21, 1999. This
property is included in the Joint Resolution (Marion Area #3).

The area proposed for annexation is not adjacent to the city
limits. The annexation request is allowed, according to the
Joint Resolution for Orderly Annexation between the City of
Rochester and the Townboard of Marion, Item #7,
Paragraph (c).

Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes 414.033 (subd.13), a
municipality must notify a petitioner that the cost of electric
utility service may change if the land is annexed to the
municipality. A notice has been provided to the applicant.

recycied paper

&d
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Annexation #03-28

Kenneth Schoenfelder / Southgate Associates
January 14, 2004

Townboard Review: Townboard review is not required for this annexation.
Referral Comments: Not required.

Report Attachments: 1. Location Map

Staff Recommendation:

Section 7, Paragraph (c) of the Joint Resolution for Orderly Annexation (Marion Area #3) between the City
of Rochester and Townboard of Marion aliows any lands contained in the orderly annexation area may be
annexed to the City upon adoption of a resolution when a landowner seeks to develop a residential,
commercial, industrial, or governmental use on land which is platted or subdivided or which is proposed to
be platted or subdivided for development of a density of more than one unit per 40 acres. In such
instances, the City may immediately annex the area proposed to be developed and the adjacent necessary
land, which in the City’s discretion, is needed to extend municipal sewer or water service to the area to be
annexed.

Staff recommends that the City adopt a resolution annexing the property.



REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING 36
DATE: 01-21-04

AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM NO.
CONSENT AGENDA PLANNING %"\5
ITEM DESCRIPTION: Orderly Annexation #04-01, by Robert Eide. The applicant is PREPARED BY:
petitioning to annex four parcels of land totaling approximately 2 acres in accordance with Theresa Fogarty,
the Orderly Annexation Agreement with Marion Township. The property is located along Planner
the south side of T.H. 14 East, east of the Knights of Columbus and west of the Hundred

Acre Woods Subdivision.

January 13, 2004

Planning Department Recommendation:
See attached staff report, dated January 13, 2004.

As part of the Orderly Annexation Agreement, property taxes payable on annexed land shall continue to be paid to the
Town of Marion for the entire year in which the annexation becomes effective. If the annexation becomes effective on or
before August 1 of a levy year, based on the date specified in the order from the Minnesota Municipal Board, the City may
levy on the annexed areas beginning with that levy year. If the annexation becomes effective after August 1 of a levy year,
the Town may continue to levy on the annexed area for that levy year. Thereatter property taxes on the annexed land shall
be paid to the City.

Council Action Needed:

1. If the Council wishes to proceed as petitiohed, it should instruct the City Attorney to
prepare a resolution to be adopted and transmitted to the Department of Administration —
Municipal Boundary Adjustments. ' '

2. The signed resolution and a copy of the Joint Resolution for Orderly Annexation (Marion
Area #2) should be transmitted to the Department of Administration — Municipal Boundary
Adjustments by the City Clerk (attached is a filing fee for the application in the amount of
$25). The resolution and a copy of the Joint Resolution shall also be sent to the Town of
Marion and the Olmsted County Auditor/Treasurer.

Attachments
1. Staff report, dated January 13, 2004.

Distribution:

City Administrator

City Clerk: Filing Fee Attached

City Attorney: Legal Description Attached

City Finance Director: Tax Information Attached

Planning Department File

Applicant: This item will be considered sometime after 7:00 p.m. on Wednesday, January 21, 2004 in the Council
Chambers at the Rochester / Olmsted County Government Center.

SSoapwn -
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COUNCIL ACTION: Motion by: Second by: to:
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TO: City Council

FROM: Theresa Fogarty, Planner
DATE: January 13, 2004

RE: Orderly Annexation #04-01, by Robert Eide. The applicant is petitioning to
annex four parcels of land totaling approximately 2 acres in accordance
with the Orderly Annexation Agreement with Marion Township. The
property is located along the south side of T.H. 14 East, east of the
Knights of Columbus and west of the Hundred Acre Woods Subdivision.

Planning Department Review:

Applicants/Owners: Eide Enterprises LLC
Eide/Pauison LLC
EE&PLLC
Robert Eide
2002 Highway 14 East
Rochester, MN 55904
Existing Land Use: This is currently the location for a drywall business known as
Superior Contractors.

Existing Zoning: The property is zoned B-4 (General Commercial) on the
Rochester Zoning Map.

Future Zoning: Upon annexation, the property will continue to be zoned B-4
(General Commercial) district on the Rochester zoning map.

Land Use Plan: This property is designated for “commercial” uses on the
Rochester Urban Service Area Land Use Plan.

Orderly Annexation A Joint Resolution for orderly annexation for certain property

Agreement: situated in the Town of Marion, Olmsted County, State of

Minnesota was executed by Marion Township on September
14, 1999 and the City of Rochester September 21, 1999. This
property is included in the Joint Resolution (Marion Area #2).

Adjacency to the Municipal All four lots are adjacent to the city limits along the south side
Limits: of TH Highway 14 East.
Utilities: Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes 414.033 (subd.13), a

municipality must notify a petitioner that the cost of electric
utility service may change if the land is annexed to the
municipality. A notice has been provided to the applicant.

BUILDING CODE 507/285-8345 « GIS/ADDRESSING/MAPPING 507/285-8232 « HOUSING/HRA 507/285-8224
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age 2
Annexation #04-01
Robert Eide

January 13, 2004

Sewer and Water: Municipal sewer and water will be available to serve this area.
Townboard Review: Townboard review is not required for this annexation.
Referral Comments: Not required.

Report Attachments: 1. Location Map

Staff Recommendation:

Section 7, Paragraph (b) of the Joint Resolution for Orderly Annexation (Marion Area #2) between the City
of Rochester and Townboard of Marion allows any lands contained in the orderly annexation area may be

- annexed to the City upon adoption of a resolution when a landowner abuts the City limits and said
landowner files a petition for annexation with the City. In such instance, review by the Rochester Planning
and Zoning Commission shall not be required prior to the City acting upon said petition.

Staff recommends that the City adopt a resolution annexing the property.
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING 3
DATE: Jan 21, 2004

AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM NO.
Consent Agenda Police D - L@
ITEM DESCRIPTION: Acceptance of Donation of Radar Device from IBM PREPARED BY:
Roger Peterson

IBM has offered to donate a Kustom, HR-5 Radar Unit to the Rochester Police Department. The radar will be
used for traffic enforcement. The value of the donation is estimated to be $1000. There are no conditions
attached to the donation.

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:
Approval to accept the donation of a radar unit from IBM.

COUNCIL ACTION: motion by: Second by: to:







REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING q< ’
DATE: 1-21-04

AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT:; ITEM NO.
CONSENT AGENDA Public Works ») ~rl
ITEM DESCRIPTION: Amendment 1 to 1998 Traffic Signal Agreement with Olmsted PREPARED BY:
County for Five Traffic Signals M D. Kramer

The City of Rochester entered into an agreement with Olmsted County dated April 28, 1998 for
construction of five traffic signals as listed below:

1. County State-Aid Highway (CSAH) 22 (55™ Street NW) & TH 52 West Frontage Rd — Clearwater Rd
NW

CSAH 22 (West Circle Dr NW) & 55" Street NW (near Econo Foods)

CSAH 22 (West Circle Dr NW) & CSAH 4 (Valleyhigh Rd Nw)

CSAH 22 (West Circle Dr NW) & 7" Street NW

CSAH 22 (Salem Rd SW) & CSAH 8 (Bamber Valley Rd SW)

agrobd

Traffic signal numbers 2, 3, and 4 were built per the 1998 agreement.

Traffic signal 1 was built in 2003 per a separate June 24, 2003 agreement with the county. It needs to
be removed from the 1998 agreement.

Regarding traffic signal 5, the 1998 agreement indicated the cost split would be 25% city, 75% county,
based on the expectation at the time that the intersection would have a city street approach on the north
and three CSAH (county) approaches. In fact no city street approach was constructed at this
intersection. This traffic signal was constructed by the city in 2002 with three CSAH approaches and no
city street approach. The 1998 agreement needs to be revised to reflect the cost for this signal as 100%
county.

The City Attorney has reviewed and indicated concurrence with Amendment 1 to the April 28, 1998
agreement. The amendment:

* Deletes intersection 1 from the agreement.

» Changes the cost split for intersection 5 to be 0% city cost, 100% county cost.

This agreement amendment is expected to be approved by the County Board at their January 27, 2004
meeting.
COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:

Approve Amendment 1 to the April 28, 1998 City-County agreement for construction of five traffic
signals, and authorize the Mayor and Clerk to execute the agreement.

COUNC' L ACTION: Motion by: Second by: to:
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING 4,\
DATE: 21/04

AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM NO. | .
CONSENT AGENDA Public Works b" I8
ITEM DESCRIPTION: County State Aid Street System Revisions within the City of PREPARED BY:
Rochester n,)/ D. Nelson PJ(
[

At their November 26, 2002 meeting, Olmsted County Board revoked an existing segment of their
CSAH 20 (St. Bridget Rd SE) and added a portion of 48" Street as a part of CSAH 20 and
submitted it the Commissioner of Transportation for approval.

Because these portions of CSAH 20 lie within the city limits of the City of Rochester, MnDOT
requires concurrence by the City Council.

The Public Works Department recommends City Council concurrence with this action.
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COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:

Adopt a resolution concurring with Olmsted County Boards redesignation of a portion of
CSAH 20 (St. Bridget Rd).

COUNCIL ACTION: Motion by: Second by: to:
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING A
DATE: 1/2170

AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM NO. Q

CONSENT AGENDA Public Works b.. \

ITEM DESCRIPTION: Project Solicitation and Prioritization for Federal Highway Funds PREPARED BY:

for FY 2008 £ D. Nelson $M,

Mn/DOT is again seeking candidate road projects for the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). This
request is for projects to be let during Fiscal Year 2008 (Oct 1, 2007 to Sep 30, 2008). These projects are funded
through the Federal Transportation Bill, TEA-21.

The application deadline is February 1, 2004, The applications must include prioritizing projects if more than one
is submitted. Local agencies submitting a project must also commit to funding a minimum of 20% of the
construction costs, all the design & inspection cost, and all the ROW costs. Mn/DOT normally receives
applications for more projects than can be funded. Applications are reviewed and ranked by the Southeastern
Minnesota Area Transportation Partnership (ATP). Agencies that have successful project applications will be
notified in about three months.

Public Works staff has identified the following projects that we feel would compete well for the federal funding,
and we recommend the applications be submitted for these in the priority listed:

ROAD PROJECTS (FY2008) Cost Federal
Pri. Category Description Est Cost Share
1 Preservation  11th Ave NW from 6th St to 9th St NW $970,000 $730,000
2  Reconstruction Center St from Zumbro River Bridge to 3rd Ave $1,400,000 $700,000
3 Expansion  40th Street SW from TH63 to 11th Ave SW $3,290,000 $1,645,000
4 Expansion Eastwood Road S.E. from Marion Rd to TH 14 $7,910,000 $3,950,000

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:

Adopt a resolution acknowledging the City's support, sponsorship and priority of the STIP road projects,
authorizing the City Engineer to act on the City’s behalf in filing and administering this application including a
commitment to secure and guarantee the local share of the project costs including the construction costs, all the
design and inspection costs, and all the ROW costs.

COUNCIL ACTION: Motion by: Second by: to:
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING 6\

DATE: 1/21/04
AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM NO.
CONSENT AGENDA Public Works h,"&o
ITEM DESCRIPTION: Professional Services Agreement for Preliminary Design of the PREPARED BY:
TH 52/ 65™ Street Interchange, J7212 R. Freese /
M |

The City of Rochester and the Minnesota Department of Transportation have had numerous discussions over the
past 5 years regarding the need for a new interchange on TH 52 at 65th Street NW to serve the current developmen
and the projected urban growth along and north of 65" Street NW. The City’s 25-Year Urban Service Area was
expanded by Olmsted County to include the area along TH 52 from 65" Street to 90" Street NW. The City staff
continues to receive regular requests from landowners and developers in this area regarding future access to their
property and to TH 52 at 65™ Street NW. The yet to be completed Land Use Plan and Zoning changes in this area
are in some ways dependant on the access the property will have to TH 52.

In July 2003 ROCOG completed and submitted to MnDOT an Interchange Justification Report entitled: “65™
Street NW Interchange Justification Request”. Approved by ROCOG in February 2003, the “formal request” seek
MnDOT consideration of a proposal to amend the ROCOG Long Range Thoroughfare Plan to identify the junction
of 65™ Street NW and TH 52 North in Rochester as the location for a future full access interchange, and to approve
in concept the construction of future interchange ramp access between 65™ Street NW and TH 52 at this location.

On September 25, 2003 representatives of the City staff, Mayor Brede, Council President Hunziker, and
Councilmember Marcoux meet with MnDOT officials to discuss the ROCOG Study and to seek MnDOT’s suppor
for the construction of the new interchange. As a result of the meeting MnDOT agreed in principal to the
construction of the interchange. Their concurrence was predicated on the City satisfying 5 conditions. One of the
conditions was that the interchange met all current federal and state design requirements.

Certain portions of the future interchange at included in the ROC 52 Project. The bridge over TH 52 will be
constructed to accommodate the future interchange. The proposed improvements to 65™ Street, Bandel Road and
34™ Avenue NW in the ROC 52 Project are at this time inconsistent with the improvements necessary to support
the traffic volumes associated with the construction of an interchange at this location. MnDOT and the ROC 52
Project Contractor, ZRC, are willing to incorporate the necessary improvements to 65% Street, Bandel Road, and
34" Avenue into the ROC 52 Project if the City provides that information within the next 3-4 months.
Additionally, the preparation of the preliminary design drawings at this time will facilitate a formal approval of the
interchange design by MnDOT.

The Public Works staff is recommending that the City retain the professional transportation planning and
engineering services of SRF Consulting to prepare the environmental documentation and preliminary engineering
design services necessary to obtain the final MnDOT and FHWA approvals for the proposed interchange at TH 52
65" Street NW. SRF had been retained by Olmsted County and MnDOT to prepare the Environmental
Assessment, Layout Plan and Final Design for the TH 52 / 75" Street NW interchange and associated access roads
and grade separations at 85" Street and 65 Street NW. Additionally, SRF assisted the City and ROCOG staff in
preparing the 65" Street Interchange Justification report. The estimated cost of the work tasks shall not exceed
$92,525.

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:

Authorize the Mayor and City Clerk to execute a Professional Engineering Services Agreement with SRF
Consulting to prepare the environmental documentation and preliminary engineering design services necessary to
obtain the final MnDOT and FHWA approvals for the proposed interchange at TH 52 / 65" Street NW; City
Project J7212.

COUNCIL ACTION: Mmotion by: Second by: to:







REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING 6’

DATE:

AGENDA SECTION:
CONSENT AGENDA

ORIGINATING DEPT:
Public Works

[_1/21/04
ITEM NO.
-2\

ITEM DESCRIPTION:

Real Estate — Annexation of properties in Cascade Township

PREPARED B;:
M. Nigbur

to continue. However, to use this MSAS fundin

surrounded and are under the Cit
the following properties to be ann

100% Surrounded 4,

& City Owned

The City of Rochester is in the process of designing the reconstruction of 55" Street NW Phase ||
(52" Avenue to 60" Avenue NW). This project will require use of MSAS funding to allow the project
g source the right of way must be within the corporate
limits of the City and must connect two equal or higher order municipal state aid streets or county
roads. In this instance the City is proposing a 55™ Street link, through annexation, lying from West
Circle Drive (a county road) to County Road 3 (a county road).
To accomplish this link several properties need to be annexed. These properties are either 100%
y's ownership or the property is Right of Way. Staff is requesting
exed as part of a Joint Resolution with the Township:

* Welch Property ~ City owned & 100% surrounded
Smodt Property — City owned & 100% surrounded
Pittenger Property — Right of Way only even though the Property is 100% surrounded
Krebsbach Property — Right of Way only even though the Property is 100% surrounded
Clowes Property — Right of Way only even though the Property is 100% surrounded

.

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:
Authorize the Mayor and City Clerk to execute a Jo
Owned Lands and the right of way of 55" Street.

I, 100% Surrounded '
85th Street Extension N\
g 100% Surrounded
PR e—
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& City Owned
=

int Resolution on the annexation of these City

COUNCIL ACTION: motion by:

Second by:

to:

P:\Users\ROW\MNIGBUR\RCA\011904 Real Estate Annex.doc






REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING
DATE:

AGENDA SECTION:

CONSENT AGENDA

[_1/21/04
ITEM NO.

D2

ORIGINATING DEPT:
Public Works

ITEM DESCRIPTION:

Real Estate — Annexation of properties in Cascade Township -

Overland Drive NW project

PREPARED BY:
M. Nigbur

The City of Rochester is in the process of designing the Overland Drive NW project (Bandel Road to
18" Avenue NW). This project will require use of MSAS funding to allow the project to continue.

However, to use this

MSAS funding source the right of way must be within the corporate limits of the

City and must connect two equal or higher order municipal state aid streets or county roads. In this
instance the City is proposing the link to include both Overland Drive and Bandel Road, from 18!
Avenue NW (a county road) along Overland Drive down Bandel Road to 55" Street NW.

To accomplish this link portions of several
are 100% surrounded and are under the City's ownership or the property is

properties need to be annexed. Some of these properties
Right of Way. Staff is

requesting the following properties to be annexed as part of a Joint Resolution with the Township:

——
—

Bandel Reservoir Property - City Owned

Lofgren Property — Right of Way only.

Peterson Property ~ Right of Way only even though the property is 100% surrounded
Jenson Property — Right of way only even though the property is 100% surrounded
Stow Away Mini Storage - Right of way only even though the property is 100%
surrounded

37" Street Baptist Church — Right of way only even though the property is 100%
Surrounded 100% surrounded & the property owner has requested annexation.
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COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:
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Lofgren Property
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Stow Away Mini Storage
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Authorize the Mayor and City Clerk to execute a Joint Resolution on the annexation of these City

Owned Land and the right

of way of Bandel Road and Overland Drive.

COUNCIL ACTION: wotion by:

Second by: to:







REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING (‘/
DATE: 1/21/04

AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM NO
CONSENT AGENDA Public Works %- '
ITEM DESCRIPTION: Additions to the Municipal State Aid Street System PREPARED BY:
Uf D.Nelson M

The Public Works Department requests that the City Council adopt a resolution adding these road
segments to the City’s Municipal State Aid System. The following road segments should be added:

a. 41° Avenue NW from 55" Street NW south to CSAH 22 (0.18 miles)
b. 55" Street NW from 41% Ave NW to 60" Ave NW (1.72 miles)
c. 55" Street NW from 60" Ave NW to CSAH 3 (0.74 miles)

Adding these segments to the City's Municipal State Aid System will enable us to use State Aid funds
for costs of future work associated with transportation capacity improvements in this corridor.

The City, as of 1/1/04, has 15.11 miles of undesignated MSAS mileage available.
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COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:

1. Adopt a resolution adding a future street segment along 41°' Avenue NW and portions of
55" Street NW to the City's Municipal State Aid System.
. 2. Provide these resolutions to the Commissioner of Transportation for approval.

COUNC'L ACTION: Motion by: Second by:

to:
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING ﬂ
DATE: 1/21/04

AGENDA SECTION: ' ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM NO.
CONSENT AGENDA Public Works .2 L{
ITEM DESCRIPTION: Additions to the Municipal State Aid Street System PREPARED BY:
N/ D.Nelson T

The Public Works Department requests that the City Council adopt a resolution adding these
road segments to the City’s Municipal State Aid System. The following road segments should be
added:

a. Bandel Road NW from 55" St NW to Overland Drive NW (1.04 miles)

b. Overland Drive NW from Bandel Road NW to County Road 112 (18™ Ave NW)
(1.11 miles)

Adding these segments to the City's Municipal State Aid System will enable us to use State Aid
funds for costs of future work associated with transportation capacity improvements in this
corridor.

The City, as of 1/1/04, has 15.11 miles of undesignated MSAS mileage available.

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:

1. Adopt a resolution adding Bandel Road NW and Overland Drive NW to the City's Municipal
State Aid System.
2. Provide these resolutions to the Commissioner of Transportation for approval.

COUNCIL ACTION: wmotion by: Second by: to:
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING b\

DATE: 1-21-04
AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM NO.
CONTINUED - PUBLIC HEARINGS PLANNING 5" /

ITEM DESCRIPTION:  Zoning District Amendment #03-22, by COPAR Development, PREPARED BY:

proposing to re-zone 94.14 acres of land from R-1 (Mixed Single Family) to the R-1X Mitzi A. Baker,

(Mixed Single Family Extra) district, and to develop the land with low density residential Senior Planner

dwellings at densities ranging from 9 units/acre to 12 units/acre. The property is

located west of TH 63, south of TH 52 and Southtown Heights and north of 36" ST. SW.

A General Development Plan is being considered concurrent with this application.

December 18, 2003

City Planning and Zoning Commission Recommendation:

The City Planning and Zoning Commission held a public hearing on December 10, 2003, to consider this petition.

The Commission recommends approval to re-zone approximately 94.14 acres of land from R-1 to R-
1X. The motion carried 7-2. Please see the attached minutes for additional details.

Planning Staff Recommendation:
See attached staff report.

Council Action Needed:

The Council should direct the City Attorney to prepare findings of fact reflecting the Councils decision
on this zone change.

If the Council approves this zone change as petitioned, it should instruct the City Attorney to prepare an
ordinance that can be adopted supported by findings of fact and conclusions of law to amend the

Zoning for the property.

Distribution:

City Administrator

City Attorney: Legal Description attached

Planning Department File

McGhie & Betts, Inc.

Applicant:  This item will be considered sometime after 7:00 p.m. on WEDENSDAY January 21, 2004 in the
Council/Board Chambers at the Government Center, 151 4th Street SE.

O s wp-

COUNCIL ACTION:
Motion By: Seconded By: Action:




Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
Division of Ecological Services
261 Highway 15 South
New Ulm, MN 56073

_electronic copy, signed copy will be sent-

1/15/04

Rochester City Council (c/0 Mitzi Baker, Planner)
City of Rochester

2122 Campus Drive, Suite 100

Rochester, MN 55904

Dear Rochester City Council:
. 5 % "?{{h > % i‘%& : »«; :‘”r‘" . .

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (®NR) gre;gl§ge5g L Qgpgrtgr}ltg\_to review the General Development

Plan (GDP) for Spring Brook Vallew{ﬂ%ﬁ dlogize }fpr,éﬁotf?pgbyidiﬁg@ it W;le"tb; designated comment period. DNR

stands by our comment letter sent.d 31’/3[%4 Aeiélwﬁdéfrféfgx:redit&ag_fé I vfgt%i d%gigxéwﬁtg’); however, our response may

h i “Ple A COEL is'le ~an i durT4¢ M % & cO .

not have been clearly explamjg:yl‘?y* C f/tﬁ)ﬁg{gt%egﬁ%naagc&?}u}%;m tci’opﬁ ggx};\ments
g & M ) ‘/‘dw""wmﬂm”ﬂm“mlw,;_;w ; :\\»,, .

Based on available infonna{’f{(gf, fotts W b ought forward regardifig:thesfyetlan

Valley site. Previous delin€a on ) . with sewer line projecty> Y

on the western portions of the :

portions of the property Qg:é}

T

is-denoted wetland locations
fgnﬁs on the eastemn

applications and during the 1ma pla 12.Brook Valley wetland
delineation for the area ot portio YT LYW bhiri Harford (WCA
administrator) and Mary’ ¢ arid  SeilResources) A DNR 1o unable to attend this site
review. The wetland d"& cfializéd after Site-su wete, @i{*am

The final delineation mép’:fy’ : STec ohii‘Harfor rifterthe week of January
5% Following WCA Pro"i’gg;/v H eport-out ié Lfa'e;on Panel members for

review. The DNR has no‘vgf % Py e ' u lelined ion 4p e Sprn; Q@alley site, but has not
had an opportunity to review.it éd*on’ ohh DNR 3 that proper delineations
ig WQA procedures to avoid and

were completed and assume the:C W
minimize wetland impacts. If l’, /§3}§’Valley wetland delineation,

we will forward them through aﬁpg °
3 P

L& : .

The DNR expressed concern in our prévious:Comme; nomg(fﬁyiéfivironmenml assessment worksheet
(EAW) on the Spring Brook Valley develc‘)\“p“rﬁcﬁfanfip. i rly. sen t“ﬁem os. It remains our concern that small
residential projects proposed for sensitive areas may-rio &&gﬁ&m&tal review thresholds under the Minnesota
Environmental Policy Act. Based on DNR discussions with Jeff Broberg, the consultant for the Spring Brook Valley
development, we are confident that an EAW will be completed on this project. In sensitive areas, DNR requests that no
site impacts, including grading and site preparation, be allowed prior to the completion, review, and approval of an EAW.

.

Long-term protection of the Mutschler Fen is a priority to the DNR. Based on discussions with the consultant and
Rochester planning staff, 1 have initiated an inquiry to determine the potential inclusion of the fen area into the Scientific
and Natural Areas (SNA) program. Inclusion in this program is a complex process and many criteria need to be satisfied.
As an SNA, the fen would have extended protection. DNR looks forward to working with the consultant and developer on
this project. Please feel free to contact me at any time of you have any questions.

Regards,

Shannon J. Fisher, Ph.D.

Environmental Assessment Ecologist

(507) 359-6073; Shannon.fisher@dnr.state.mn.us

DNR Information: 651/296-6157 1-888/646-6367 + TTY: 651/296-5484 - 1-800/657-3929
An Eanal Oonortinity Emnlover Who Values Diversity Printed on Recycled Paper Containing a Minimum of 20% Post-Consumer Waste
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ROCHESTER-OLMSTED PLANNING DEPARTMENT o ROy

2122 Campus Drive SE, Suite 100 « Rochester, MN 55904-4744 Ry’ Sz,
?«:‘ = .".%
COUNTY OF www.olmstedcounty.com/planning L“o gf
4 *y o "
Ry X R QY
PRiigspguets

City Planning and Zoning Commission
FROM: Mitzi A. Baker, Senior Planner

DATE: December 4, 2003

RE: Zoning District Amendment #03-22, by COPAR Development, proposing
to re-zone 94.14 acres of land from R-1 (Mixed Single Family) to the R-2
(Low Density Residential) district, and to develop the land with low
density residential dwellings at densities ranging from 9 units/acre to 12
units/acre. The property is located west of TH 63, south of TH 52 and
Southtown Heights and north of 36" ST. SW. A General Development
Plan is being considered concurrent with this application.

Planning Department Review:

Petitioner: COPAR Development, LLC
406 Main Street
Red Wing, MN 55066

Property Owner: Rochester Properties
1224 W 96" Street
Bloomington, MN 55431

Mills Properties
PO Box 971
Brained, MN 56401

Consultant: McGhie & Betts, Inc.
1648 Third Ave. SE
Rochester, MN 55904

Location of Property: The property is located west of TH 63 S, west of the Fleet Farm
store, north of 36" St. SW and east of the Greystone development.

Requested Action: The applicant requests 94.14 acres be rezoned from R-1 (Mixed
Single Family) to the R-2 (Low Density Residential) district.

Existing Land Use: The property is currently undeveloped.

Proposed Land Use: The applicant has also a General Development Plan that is being

considered concurrent with this application. The proposed GDP
identifies the property proposed to be zoned R-2 as being
developed with densities ranging from 9 to 12 units/acre.

Adjacent Land Use and East and Southeast: B-4 (General Commercial) and M-1 (Mixed

Zoning: Commercial - Industrial) including commercial and industrial uses.
There is also undeveloped property to the east currently zoned R-
1. This land is approximately 160’ by 1,120'.

BUILDING CODE 507/285-8345 » GIS/ADDRESSING/MAPPING 507/285-8232 + HOUSING/HRA 507/285-8224

— PLANNING/ZONING 507/285-8232 » WELL/SEPTIC 507/285-8345
A, FAX 507/287-2275
%(9 , AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER
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ZC #01-06 Willow View
December 4, 2003

Transportation Access:

Wetlands:

Neighborhood
Meeting:

Referral Comments:

Report Attachments:

South: The property to the south is zoned M-1 and R-2 (Low
Density Residential) and R-1 (Mixed Single Family Residential).
The portion zoned M-1, approximately adjacent to the easterly 1/3
of the property, is developed as an industrial use. Willow Ridge
Manufactured Homes Park is zoned R-2 and the single family
homes along 36™ St. SW are zoned R-1 (Mixed Single Family).

North: Southtown Heights Subdivision that is zoned R-1 and an
undeveloped parcel proposed for future single family development.

West: The property to the west is zoned A-4 (Agricuitural-Urban
Expansion) in the County. Also the Greystone development is
located to the northwest, which is, zoned R-1.

Primary access to this property will be from the TH 63 west
frontage road. Additional access is proposed at Willow Ridge
Drive SW. A small portion of the snte is proposed to be served by
extending a private road north at 7" Ave. SW. The City is also
recommending the extension of Enterprise Drive SW into the Site,
which is currently not identified on the accompanying General
Development Plan.

Hydric Soils and Wetlands exist within this property.

A neighborhood meeting was held on October 28, 2003. A
summary of the meeting is attached.

See comments attached to staff report for GDP #219 Spring Brook
Valley.

Location Map

Area Zoning Map

Neighborhood Meeting Summary

See Comments Attached to GDP #219

Pl ol

Analysis for Zoningq District Amendment:

Under the provisions of Paragraph 60.338 of the Rochester Land Development Manual, the
Commission shall recommend for approval and the Council shall approve, an application
requesting an amendment to the zoning map if the amendment satisfies the following criteria:

1) The criteria of this subdivision apply to those amendments to the zoning map filed by formal
petition. An amendment need only satisfy one of the following criteria:

a) The area, as presently zoned, is inconsistent with the policies and goals of the

Comprehensive Plan;

b)  The area was originally zoned erroneously due to a technical or administrative error;

c)  While both the present and proposed zoning districts are consistent with the Plan, the
proposed district better furthers the policies and goals of the Comprehensive Plan as
found in Chapters 2 and 3 of the Rochester Urban Service Area Land Use Plan, Chapter
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Page 3

ZC #01-06 Willow View
December 4, 2003

2)

d)

3 of the Housing Plan, and Chapter 10 of the ROCOG Long Range Transportation Plan;
or

The area has changed or is changing to such a degree that it is in the public interest to
rézone so as to encourage development or redevelopment of the area.

Proposed R-2:

The area as presently zoned is not inconsistent with the policies and goals of the
Comprehensive Plan and the property was not zoned erroneously due to a technical or
administrative error.

The proposed zoning of the property to the R-2 (Low Density Residential) district is
consistent with the land use plan designation of the property as “low density
residential” and would serve to better further the policies and goals of the
Comprehensive Plan and Housing Plan to encourage developing a range of densities
and development styles in the Community.

Changes in this area include reconstruction of TH 52 and TH 63. Future removal of the
signalized intersection of 36" St. SW and TH 63 and construction of interchanges at TH
63 and 40" St. S and 48" st. S.

The criteria of this subdivision also apply to those amendments to the zoning map filed by
formal petition. However, an amendment must satisfy all of the following criteria:

a) the permitted uses allowed within the proposed Zoning district will be appropriate on the

subject property and compatible with adjacent properties and the neighborhood; and

Proposed R-2: Uses within the R-2 Zoning District would generally appropriate on
the property and compatible with adjacent properties. At the time of development,
bufferyards may be required in accordance with the Ordinance.

A Calcareous Fen has been delineated in the far northwest portion of the Site.
Calcareous fens are the result of glacial deposits that permit a constant upwelling
of alkaline groundwater rich in calcium and magnesium bicarbonates. Many rare
Plants are largely restricted to fens, which cover just over 1,000 acres statewide. A
Calcareous Fen has been delineated in the northwest portion of the Site. Prior to
designing grading plans or further development proposals for this property, the
developer will need to study the impact that the proposed development will/could
have on the Fen. In particular, the roadway and development area shown in “Area
C” on the Plan could have adverse Impacts on the groundwater and surface water
flows towards the Fen if not designed properly.

This property includes delineated Wetlands that a Calcareous Fen, a stream
corridor, moderate and steep slopes, and Decorah Edge recharge areas. Grading
plan and site plan design will need to incorporate natural features, protect
Wetlands and reflect densities consistent with the Rochester Zoning Ordinance
and Land Development Manual (LDM) regulations. Additionally, portions of this
site include wooded hillsides. The applicant should be aware that Section 64.340
of the LDM could require re-vegetation or screening of slopes exposed by new
development, primarily on the wooded slopes.
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ZC #01-06 Willow View
December 4, 2003

At the time of development, site capacity calculations will need to be completed,
which will determine what the developable acreage is after subtracting certain
environmental features.

Considering the sensitivity of this site and its natural landscape, and access,
permitted densities in the R-1X district are more appropriate on this property, than
the permitted densities in the R-2 district. Consider the following:

The R-1X (Mixed Single Family Extra) district accommodates townhome
development and permits a density of up to 5.5 units/acre as a Type | (staff
review only) use. Densities up to 15.0 units/acre can be proposed in the R-1X
district, but some level of public review would be required when over 5.5
units/acre.

The R-2 (Low Density Residential) district permits up to 9.0 units/acre as a Type
| (staff review only) use, and up to 21.78 units/acre through a public review or
hearing process.

Increases above Type | density are achieved by inclusion of certain design
features in the development plan which, by doing so, qualify the applicant to
increase density. For example, bonus density can be granted for preservation
of moderate and seep slopes, and woodlands and for incorporating natural
drainageways into stormwater management.

Densities permitted in the R-2 district may not be appropriate for this property,
considering it’s location, access and topography. Townhome style
development is permitted in the R-1X district, at lower densities than allowed in
the R-2 district.

b) the proposed amendment does not involve spot zoning. (Spot Zoning involves the
reclassification of a single lot or several small lots to a district which is different than that
assigned to surrounding properties, for reasons inconsistent with the purposes set forth in
this ordinance, the state enabling legislation, or the decisions of courts in this state).

Proposed R-2:. The R-2 would not be considered spot zoning. R-1X also, would
not be considered spot zoning. .

Staff Recommendation:

The ability to consider the Zone Change, Land Use Plan Amendment and General
Development Plan concurrently allows the City to consider this development proposal as a
package. Based upon the accompanying General Development Plan for this site and the
findings above, Staff suggests that the request to rezone the petitioned area to R-2 (Low
Density Residential) should be denied. Staff also recommends that the petitioned area
should be re-zoned R-1X (Mixed Single Family Extra). The R-1X district allows for lower
density thresholds for each review Type (Type I, Il or lll) and provides opportunities for a
higher level of review of site plans, which would be appropriate for this complex and
sensitive site.

Staff recommends that a decision on the zoning petition not occur until the issues
identified in the General Development Plan review and considered.

o



Betts, lnc.

Rochester
Minnesota

Land Surveying

Urban - Land Planning
Consulting - Civil Engineering
Geotechnical Engineering
Construction Material Testing

Landscape Architecture

1648 Third Avenue S.E.
Rochester, MN 55904

Tel. 507.289.3919
Fax. 507.289.7333

e-mail. mbi@mcghiebetts.com

Established 1946

MINUTES FROM THE
NEIGHBORHOOD INFORMATIONAL MEETING
ON OCTOBER 28, 2003
AT THE COUNTRY CLUB INN
Taken by Jeffrey Preuss

In Attendance: See attached list.

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting was to introduce the proposed
project to the neighborhood and to answer questions and document
concerns or issues that may need further investigation.

General Discussion:

The key speaker was Andy Masterpole from McGhie & Betts, Inc. Tom
Hanson from COPAR development was also in attendance.

Mr. Masterpole began with a brief introduction about the site. He states
that MBI has recently submitted a General Development Plan for
approval. The proposal is to rezone the 94-acre parcel from R-1 to R-2.
The commercial parcels (B-4) will remain the same. A public hearing at
the Planning Commission will be held on November 12th. The City
Council meeting will be held on December 1st. The access point will
remain the same as stated from prior meetings. Minnesota Department of
Transportation will care for a small parcel located in the far northeast
corner of the site. The interior circulation will consist of two looping roads
and an additional street connection to the south of the site. The southern
access point will have an estimated capacity of 500 trips. The main access
road will carry 3400 trips. All wetlands on the site are being preserved. An
estimated 509 townhomes are proposed to be built on this site.

1. Boards:
a. Aerial photo will property boundary overlays.
b. Conceptual zoning and Wetland Preservation Plan.

Questions and Answers:

Q1: What, if any, buffer will be provided to landowners’ adjacent to the

property?
Al: The required buffer is estimated to be ten feet.

Q2: But the last developer was going to give us fifty feet?
A2: In order to make the project financially feasible, the buffer was
reduced. '

Q3: Has an EAW been started? Will one be done?
A3: An EAW has been started, although we are unable to turn it in until
the proper time.



Q4: What is being done to preserve the Decorah Shale edge?

A4: There are currently no ordinances that require the developer to
minimize development within the Decorah Edge. McGhie & Betts is well
versed in environmentally friendly developments and plan appropriate
engineering solutions that best deal with the extra water. As a result, the
developer will absorb the additional cost of development.

Q5: When the city sewer line was being put in, the city workers started a
natural spring that continues to erode part of the site. Are the soil types
suitable for the intensity of development?

AS: Yes.

Q6: Will there be any neighborhood associations for the development?
A6: There will be 3 to 4 subassociations that work under one unified
master association.

Q7: What guarantee do we have that you will not put in low-income
housing?

AT7: We are projecting that all building are owner occupied structures with
selling values that range from $140,000 to $200,000. We cannot give you
any other guarantees.

Q8: When will construction begin and how will that effect current traffic
flow?

A8: Construction will begin as early as April 2004. Coordination between
highway expansions and this development is being taken into
consideration.

Q9: What are you doing to preserve the quality of life for the wildlife?
A9: Over thirty percent of the site will remain undeveloped. These areas
are also adjacent to existing preserved areas. The preserved area may also
be added to Minnesota Land Trust at a later date, although this is still
subject to discussion.

Q10: Will parking from Section A spill over to the adjacent landowners’
street?

A10: No. The city requires that parking considerations be dealt with on
their own site.

Q11: How do I know you are going to save trees?

All: Preserving the natural site amenities will increase the property values
and decrease development costs. The developer is willing to work with the
adjacent neighbors to preserve a buffer of existing trees.

Q12: What are you doing to curb the additional storm water runoff?

1



A12: We are using a series of smaller retention ponds placed in key points
of the development. During construction, environmentally sensitive
erosion prevention methods will be in place. (i.e. hay bales, wooden
staking, etc).

Q13: Can we see an amended plan within one week?
Al3: Yes.
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1648 Third Avenue S.E.

Rochester, MN 55904
Tel. 507.289.3919
Fax, 507.289.7333

e-mail. mbi@mqghiebetts.com

Est bllsh d 1946

PROJECT:

PLACE:

Attendance Roll

Spring Brook Valley GDP
Rochester, Minnesota
October 27, 2003

6:30 p.m.

Country Inn & Suites
Rochester, Minnesota
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Page 5
City Planning and Zoning Commission Minutes
Hearing Date: December 10, 2003

General Development Plan GDP) #219, to be known as Sprin Brook Valley AND Zonin
District Amendment #03-22. The applicant, COPAR Development. is roposing to re-zone
94.14 acres of land from R-1 Mixed Single Family) to the R-2 (Low Density Residential

district, and to develop the land with low density residential dwellings at densities
ranging from 9 units/acre to 12 units/acre. The GDP includes a total of approximately 112
*acres of land and proposes to develop the eastern 17.16 acres as in the B-4 (General

Commercial) district, with the western 94.14 acres developed in the R-2 (Low Densit

Residential) district. The Plan also identifies public and private roads, stormwater
ponds, public parkland and accesses to the TH 63 Frontage Road. The property is
located west of TH 63, south of TH 52 and Southtown Heights and north of 36™ ST. SW.

Ms. Mitzi A. Baker presented the staff reports, dated December 4, 20083, to the Commission.
The staff reports are on file at the Rochester-Olmsted Planning Department.

Ms. Baker stated that she received a call from the applicant today asking to amend their
application to request the R-1x zoning district instead of the R-2. However, staff needs this on
record since we do not have this on paper. Staff supports approval of the R-1x zoning district,
as indicated in the staff report.

Ms. Baker stated the property owners in the area do not have any interest in having Enterprise
Drive constructed. However, it is staff's opinion that it should be constructed. The location of
where Enterprise Drive is stubbed into the site is where the B-4 and R-1 districts come together.

Ms. Baker stated that there is a 20 foot private street connecting to Willow Ridge Drive. When
the general development was originally submitted, the road configuration was different. In
response to some concerns related to the volume of traffic that would access Willow Ridge
Drive, the road alignments were changed and the 20 foot wide private street was putin with a
curvilinear design to discourage the use of the access. Without this second access, the
applicant would be limited to 500 trips. She explained that through the development agreement
process, additional traffic calming could be required.

Ms. Baker stated that the extension of Enterprise Drive is not shown on the proposed general
development plan. Staff recommends that the extension be included in the general -
development plan. If the Commission and Council agree, the proposed general development
should be denied. '

Mr. Quinn asked if Enterprise Drive were shown on the general development plan, would it have
to be constructed into the property.

Ms. Baker responded that Enterprise Drive would need to be connected into the property.
Ms. Wiesner asked if the private roadway should be built wider.

Ms. Baker responded that Willow Ridge Drive has a limited capacity. It is operating at
approximately 1400 trips. It can handle up to 2000 trips. With the 20 foot private roadway, it will
add approximately 544 additional trips. If the roadway is made more convenient, the concern is
that the trips would then exceed the capacity of Willow Ridge Drive.

Ms. Wiesner asked if Ms. Baker's comments would be different if the development was
approved as R-1x zoning instead of the R-2 zoning district.
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Ms. Baker responded no. The densities on the plan can be done in an R-1x zoning. It would
only require a higher level of review. Even though the densities are shown on the plan, they are
subject to meeting future reviews, site capacity calculations, etc.

Mr. Haeussinger asked if access off of 36" Street SW wouldn't be a better access alternative.

Ms. Baker responded that there is concern of too much traffic on 36™ Street SW. She explained
that the concern is between 40" Street SW and Enterprise Drive SW.

Ms. Rivas asked why it was not mentioned in the Public Works comments about the calcareous
fen.

Ms. Baker stated that Public Works wouldn’t respond to the calcareous fen issue, since they do
not have jurisdiction over it. She indicated that she received her information from some wetland
experts that it is important to look primarily at grading and development and how it could impact
it. She stated that the Public Works staff wouldn’t have the level of expertise that they would be
aware of it.

Ms. Rivas expressed concern that no one at Public Works would be concerned about water
quality.

Ms. Baker stated that calcareous fens are different from Decorah Edge. Decorah Edge issues
related to water quality or construction design issues that they need to take into consideration
are separate. There have been discussions with the Public Works staff and planning staff
regarding the Decorah Shale areas. With regard to water quality, Public Works is working on
stormwater management plans and stormwater issues relating to water quality in the
community. RPU may be more involved in water quality protection from a drinking water
standpoint.

Mr. Burke stated that the 500 trip was indicated as the threshold. He stated that he thought
1200 was the threshold.

Ms. Baker explained that, if a development plan provides for a second access, they can build up
to 1200 trips before another access has to be constructed. If the development only shows one
access, it would be limited to 500 trips.

Ms. Kristi Clarke, of McGhie and Betts, Inc., addressed the Commission. She stated that the
applicant would like to formally request a change from the previously requested R-2 zoning
district to the R-1x for the 94.14 acres. By requesting the R-1x zoning district, they would be
subject to a higher level of review for the densities shown on the plan.

Ms. Clarke stated that they show 36.36 acres of preserved open space. This represents over
30 percent of the site as undevelopable. She stated that development would be 110 feet away
from the calcareous fen (which is a grading limit line). She showed the wetland areas that
would be preserved.

Ms. Clarke stated that there would be one 66 foot wide frontage loop road and one 50 foot wide
right-of-way, and two private streets. Muhammad Khan and Charlie Reiter, of the
Transportation Division of the Rochester-Olmsted Planning Department, have been working
with them for over 5 months on the project. The density will be going down as well as the
average daily trips by rezoning to the R-1x. The commercial land use will remain the same so
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that the average daily trips will remain the same. Mills Fleet Farm and Stone Concepts have
indicated that the applicant is not at liberty to use the access. They plan to petition to vacate it
within the next month. There is a purchase agreement between them and the applicant stating
that they will not use the access. The access does not make sense because it is an incredibly
steep area. It would take retaining walls and guard rails. Connecting to 37" Street is not viable
since the slope between 37" street and any connection at any spot on the site is over 27
percent grade.

Ms. Clarke stated that Muhammad Khan came up with two alternatives in his analysis: 1)
Enterprise Drive and 2) Traffic calming on the extension of Willow Ridge Drive. The applicant
supports the second alternative and has been assured by the Transportation Division that they
will be within the allowed traffic on the roadway.

Mr. Jeff Broberg, of McGhie & Betts Environmental Services, addressed the Commission. He
indicated that he is a licensed professional geologist. He stated that they have been involved in
this property since 1999. There are developed properties on all sides of the property, which
makes it infill. He understands that individuals that live around the site do not want to give up
the open space that has been there in the past.

Mr. Broberg stated that Enterprise Drive would be a 4 lane road that connected ultimately to the
frontage road through Greystone to 18" Avenue. McGhie and Betts were asked to do an
evaluation of the site for the purposes to run the sewer to the Greystone area and to look at the
feasibility of the approach after the project had suffered some reactions from the City because
of the style of development that was occurring in the infill area. It is a difficult piece of terrain
and is down gradient of everyone.

Mr. Broberg showed and explained all the different wetlands located on the site. He also
showed a geologic map based on 20 deep borings and dozens of hand borings. He explained
that water cannot penetrate through the layers to the Decorah Edge.

Mr. Broberg stated that a determination was made by the Department of Natural Resources that
a wetland on the site has the characteristics of calcareous fen one year ago. By not disturbing
that area, it will not affect the calcareous fen.

Ms. Petersson asked if footings would disturb the wetland area.
Mr. Broberg responded no.
Ms. Wiesner asked if they could get another roadway out to the frontage road.

Mr. Broberg stated that Enterprise Drive wouldn't work. There would be two entrances 200 feet
away going to the same frontage which wouldn't make sense.

Ms. Wiesner stated that, if a second access is not constructed, the applicant would not be able
to develop the property fully.

Mr. Broberg stated that they do not have an area for a second access. They are not allowed to
go to Enterprise Drive.

Ms. Baker stated that the development technically has two accesses shown. The primary
access would be to the frontage road and the second access would be to Willow Ridge Drive.
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Ms. Wiesner asked if both accesses would be enough.

Ms. Baker responded that the City Public Works Department has indicated that the extension of
Enterprise Drive should be made for better circulation. However, it is not critical to making the
development work.

Ms. Wiesner asked if it was legal to use a purchase agreement to state that they cannot use
Enterprise Drive.

Ms. Baker stated it is her understanding, from the purchase agreement, that they are precluded
from showing the access. Primarily because, if they show it, it will prompt the need for
constructing it. This would prompt the need to construct the part that has been platted but
people do not want built. By using the agreement, it prevents the need for the construction of
the right-of-way.

Mr. Broberg stated she was correct.

Mr. Broberg stated that there is no City ordinance with regard to Decorah Edge. However, they
are avoiding the Decorah Edge areas. They have been meeting or exceeding the level of
investigation that is proposed in the County Ordinance.

Ms. Rivas asked if the applicant proposes to apply for a substantial land alteration at some
point.

Mr. Broberg responded yes. He showed the areas that would need an SLA.

Mr. Tom Hansen, of COPAR Development, addressed the Commission. He stated that the
purchase agreement did specifically exclude their ability to show Enterprise Drive on the general
development plan. He explained that the adjoining property owners planned to petition for
vacation. He stated that he understands that petitioning for the R-1x zoning district would
include additional reviews. He stated that he realizes that he did not do a good job getting back
to residents trying to contact him. He indicated that he was more involved in issues around the
acquisition of the site. By having additional reviews, it should help alleviate some of the
resident's concerns.

Mr. Hansen stated that the two access points shown on the proposed general development plan
should accommodate the trips per day for the development.

Ms. Sabrina Ceric, of 3163 Avalon Cove Court NW, Rochester MN, addressed the
Commission. She stated that she is not a neighbor, but an 8" grader at John Adams middle
school and a participant in a group of four students researching the current community concern
of Decorah Edge. She expressed concern with the possible workable solutions to the
management of the Decorah Edge in the Rochester area. She stated that several studies have
shown that Decorah Edge Shale decreases nitrate levels, which decreases the harmful effects
with which young infants may be impacted. Considering the studies and that an approximate 50
percent of Rochester’s water runs over the Decorah Edge Shale and is at risk of poliution, they
ask if a limitation shouldn’t be in place for constructing housing on these areas.

Mr. Alexey Leontovich, of 913 36" Street SW, Rochester MN, addressed the Commission. He
indicated that he had background in biology and does biomedical research at the Mayo Clinic.
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He stated that he was present on behalf of neighbors from 36" and 33 Street SW. He stated
that the development is not very well thought through. He expressed concerns with the
following:

poor blending of neighborhoods

larger lot homes against high density town homes

small buffers

plans that do not show what the impact will be

highly sensitive area which will be difficult to develop without significant damage to the
environment, groundwater, and highly compromised home sites

* majority of site is located on the Decorah Edge

* traffic concerns with access

* developer's avoidance with talking with neighbors

Mr. Leontovich stated that he is not against the development of the land, but consideration of
the sensitive nature of the land should be taken into consideration.

Ms. Wendy Turri, of 604 33" Street SW, Rochester MN, addressed the Commission. She
indicated that she has worked for the Pollution Control Agency, but is present as a homeowner.
She has 21 years in working in the environmental field and a degree in chemistry. Her area of
expertise is water. She stated that she has seen some gamma logs as a result of closing wells
in the neighborhood. As you go down the hill, it gets shallower. She showed pictures of a
spring that runs all summer since the city put in sewer and water. There was a spring located at
the lot adjacent to where she lives for at least 17 years. However, the owner of the lot put in fill.
Also on the lot, they tried to build a house years ago and it didn’t work. She showed pictures of
streams, seeps, and gully erosion problems.

Mr. Quinn asked if the areas she indicated where outside the area Mr. Broberg showed as
sensitive areas.

Ms. Turri responded the wetland she showed was not shown by Mr. Broberg.

Mr. Zachary Klaus, of 504 33" Street SW, Rochester MN, addressed the Commission. He
indicated that he has lived in the neighborhood since 1960. He showed a seep that was the
result of the sewer line constructed. He showed a wetland that was located outside of where
Mr. Broberg showed as a wetland. He explained that the site has highly erodible soils and
receives groundwater runoff from the Greystone development.

Ms. Turri stated that many homes that have been built on the Decorah Edge have had water
problems. She described the costs in basement repairs and the hardship in trying to sell the
home.

Ms. Turri stated that there is one treatment plant (Caledonia) in the state that has the ability to
remove nitrates from water.

Ms. Turri stated that Terry Lee indicated that this is one of the most important remaining sites in
the City of Rochester. The comments received stated that it may impact the groundwater
supply and the City’s recharge. They encourage the developer to learn more about Decorah
Edge to minimize the loss of natural filtration.
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Ms. Turri pointed out several areas on the site that are highly erodible.

Ms. Turri questioned why Rochester Public Utilities didn’t comment on the development. They
stated that they are looking at redoing their recharge zones.

Ms. Turri stated that there are many features showing that there are more Decorah Edge areas
on the site than Mr. Broberg is indicating. Therefore, more research should be done.

Ms. Turri expressed concern about losing mature oaks and loss of nitrogen uptake.

Mr. Bruce Winter, of 707 36" Street SW, Rochester MN, addressed the Commission. He
indicated that he has lived in the neighborhood for 15 years. He expressed concern that, over
the next two years, the development on 40™ Street SW will change the flow of traffic patterns,
add congestion, etc. He expressed concern with the accuracy of the estimated new daily trips,
road capacities, levels of service at intersections, long range traffic planning, private road care
and maintenance by various neighborhood associations, congestion at the intersection of
Highway 63 and 40™ Street SW, Willow Ridge Drive extension into the development, off-street
parking, reduced safety caused by increased traffic, noise, and what is actually known about
COPAR Development and their expertise. He expressed the following concerns about the
developer:

they were only incorporated since June 2002

they do not have any previous history of development in Rochester

no public records found of development activity prior to December 2002

little history of development in previous communities

they have four active developments listed on their website

there is no knowledge if they have completed any developments

not sure if they have any experience in developing in environmentally sensitive areas

Mr. Alexey Leontovich, of 913 36" Street SW, Rochester MN, addressed the Commission. He
asked that the Commission leave the property zoned R-1, deny rezoning until an ordinance is
developed for these sensitive areas, make them have significant buffers, and ask that they have
a more detailed general development plan. '

Dr. Herschel Carpenter addressed the Commission. She expressed concern with doing any
construction on these sensitive areas until Decorah Edge is understood completely.

Mr. Tom Hexum (1000 Rocky Creek Drive NE, Rochester MN), representing Mills Properties
and Stone Concepts, addressed the Commission. He stated that they plan to vacate Enterprise
Drive because it is not viable (engineering wise) to extend it. Mr. Bruce Ockland does not want
to pay for it since it adds nothing to his property.

Mr. Hexum stated that Carl Shuler's Industrial Park will also use the frontage road up to the 40"
Street SW diamond. There are four access points counted on the frontage road. Only the City
wants Enterprise Drive and Cariton Drive extended. When Enterprise Drive is cut off from
adjoining onto 40™ Street SW, it will go nowhere. ‘

Mr. Hexum stated that there is a Transportation Improvement District in Rochester to put money
on building two times the amount of road necessary to extend an engineering scenario behind
Fleet Farm. The property is designed in the Willow Creek Transportation Improvement District
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to be a contributor to the 40™ Street SW diamond and frontage road system. The proposals in
front of the Council right now are based on traffic counts.

Mr. Zachary Klaus, of 504 33" Street SW, Rochester MN, addressed the Commission. When
he first moved into his home, there was an issue in Willow Ridge mobile home park regarding
the installation. Promises were made but fell through. For example, a water tower was to be
paid by the City. However, the residents ended up paying for it. He stated that the reason the
applicant is requesting the zone change is to maximize their profits at the expense of the
existing neighborhoods. He expressed concern with the proposed density.

Mr. Klaus indicated that the developer told him that it would be difficult to put a buffer in because
he would be building within 25 feet of the lot lines. Mr. Hexum indicated that the residents
should put a buffer up on their own property. He stated that they have a power line, cable, and
telephone lines located there. Therefore, there is no room for a buffer on their own property.

He also expressed concern with looking at one large building from his back yard.

Ms. Wiesner stated that they are not looking at house styles at this meeting.

Mr. Klaus questioned how they would get their density per acre and not look at a solid wall of a
building.

Mr. Klaus stated that he collects antique tractors and wanted to put a large garage in the back of
his yard. He was not allowed to because it didn't fit the residential area. A neighbor down the
street asked for a variance to build a large garage so that he could locate a business there. He
went before a Board to ask for the variance. All the neighbors stated that they were in favor of it
and the Board took the input. He stated that the neighbors present at the meeting are not in
favor of the proposed general development plan. They do not Support the high density. He
stated that he thinks Mr. Broberg is underplaying some of the conditions on the site.

Mr. Klaus stated that the water and sewer lines would go through the Decorah Edge, even
though they do not plan on putting in basements.

Mr. Klaus stated that, if the development is approved, the neighbors of 36" Street SW, 33"
Street SW, and Southtown Heights will live with the impact of this development.

Mr. Jeff Broberg, of McGhie & Betts Environmental Services, addressed the Commission. He
made the following presentation verbatim:

I think there are a number of inaccuracies that need to be corrected. | am concerned
that the opponents predictably have peppered the public record with issues that aren’t
specifically related to this site. They showed erosion potential at Manorwoods, some of
the most highly erodible soils in the County that aren’t the same soil types that are here.
I am particularly grieved that we have students that are under the misrepresentation of
poorly collected and poorly designed data. The nitrogen reduction that is hypothesized
about this is not proven. It's a study that they only show the results, Mr. Lee, only shows
the resuits that suit his conclusion. He has other data that does not show nitrogen
reductions. The knowledge that exists about those systems is that those wetlands cycle
nitrogen. That if you test in August you have nitrogen uptake in the plants, if you test in
December you have the release. |tis an incompletely understood system. This gets to
the point of why RPU is taking a slow approach to this. We don't have all of the answers
related to this and so the hand that we are dealt is to identify those areas that have the
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highest risk and avoid them. We have done that in this plan. We have identified the
areas, the geologically sensitive areas, and we have proposed the avoidance of those
for construction reasons and groundwater protection reasons. And to suggest
otherwise, is a detriment to the community. | mean we need to encourage developers to
come in and do the type of investigation that identifies where these issues exist so that
we can do the avoidance. So, | would be happy to answer any questions but | would like
to ask all of you to become more familiar with this Decorah Edge issue. You need to talk
to the experts that are with the United States Geological Service, the Minnesota
Geological Survey, and those people doing the investigations. This community has not
invited those people to participate in this discussion. We have a one man band making
a promotion of an issue that needs to be better understood. We have essentially
provided Mr. Lee, the County water planner, with practically everything he knows about
this. McGhie and Betts, our firm, has done that through this sort of site investigation.

Mr. Quinn asked Mr. Broberg to comment on the slides and situation at the edge of the property
on the north. This area is outside of any listed protected area.

Mr. Broberg stated that he is familiar with the spring and know that there are deep soils in the
area where the road crosses the Decorah Edge. It escapes into the permeable soils in the
subsurface in that area. The things he has heard that have occurred in that development are
regrettable (illegal wetland filing and lack of attention to the details as they cut sewers). He
stated that those are things they know better than to do on this development. Itis a public
responsibility to support the people who are doing the work to understand the issues. They
have approximately 5 acres in the area where they are crossing onto the Decorah Edge terrace.
They have relatively thick soils. The other slides that were shown are in the stream. They are
protecting the stream corridor. They know where the seeps are. He showed where the dry
Decorah slope was located. The details of the plan will come after they have a general
development plan approved. They need to have a sense of where the roads will be located so
they can avoid the problems and engineer the solutions that are appropriate. Groundwater
protection is an important community aspect.

Ms. Petersson asked if it wouldn't be as developable in the R-1 zoning district.

Mr. Broberg responded that it was developable in the R-1 zoning district. It is a fairness notion
in some regard. He indicated that the areas they are preserving are areas that are developable.
He asked for recognition, if they are preserving 30 percent of the site as sensitive, can't they
have a higher density sensitive development in the areas that are suitable.

Mr. Burke stated that City did some damage when they ran utilities to Southtown Heights. He
asked if the developer plans to resolve some of those problems.

Mr. Broberg stated that he was not sure f they could correct them. There are techniques to
protect their development.

Ms. Kristi Clarke, of McGhie and Betts, addressed the Commission. She stated that they have
done some studies in that area because they have been asked to connect the sewer from what
was Greystone (Barony Woods). The seep is significant and they will show at least a 30 to 50
foot drainage. She concluded that they agree with the staff-recommended conditions, excluding
the connection with Enterprise Drive.
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Ms. Clarke stated that they have completed over 3 years of environmental analysis with over
100 test pits. Most of the slides presented happened in an area that they are not proposing to
develop on. They can only get 5.5 units per acre in the R-1x zoning district if they do not want
to have additional review by the Commission. This would be 1.5 units over single family. Each
area will most likely develop between 5.5 and 8. Therefore, the Commission will have the
opportunity to review the specific buildings, styles of housing, grading, seepage and
environmental issues of each of the areas,

Ms. Jennifer Mann, of 715 36" Street SW, Rochester MN, addressed the Commission. If the R-
1x zoning district were approved, there would be a lot of conditions that could change. She
asked that the Commission to review pages 138-141 of the Zoning Ordinance. Next Tuesday,
December 16, 2003, there is a County Board meeting that they will be asked to initiate land
development control changes as a means of preserving the groundwater recharge and pollution
buffer processes that occur at the terminal edge of the Decorah Shale. Measures being
suggested include adopting an overlay zoning district, requiring on-site investigation of
groundwater flows within an overlay zone, and requiring development that minimizes impacts to
the groundwater recharge processes. This could be a turning point for the City of Rochester
and Olmsted County. Therefore, the Commission should hold off on rezoning the property until
this is reviewed by the City and County. The DNR has not been included in the City and County
for input, as indicated by Don Nelson from the DNR. In Minnesota, a project developer is
responsible for hiring a consultant to delineate “qualifying measure areas that are identified as
wetlands.” This creates a big conflict of interest resulting in the delineation of the wetlands to be
of smaller acreage and lower quality than what would be identified by an unbiased consultant.
The consultant may or may not use standard procedures because there are no government
program certification or licensing active in the state.

Mr. Wheeler explained that the DNR receives a referral on every application that comes through
our department. They also serve on the Technical Evaluation Panel that addresses wetlands.
Also, they have been involved in reviewing the County versions of the Decorah Edge draft
ordinances.

With no one else wishing to be heard, Ms. Wiesner closed the public hearing.

Ms. Petersson stated that she could not support the development knowing that the County
Board would be looking into Decorah Edge next week.

Mr. Wheeler stated that the County Board has not initiated the amendment yet. He indicated
that he thought they would in February. He explained that there is a difference in the concerns
by the City and the County. Because the average density of development in a suburban
development has to be 3 acres per lot, the precision with which they identify potential impacts
on development value goes down considerably. The Commission has an obligation to review
the application under the City ordinances now in effect.

Mr. Quinn asked Mr. Wheeler to comment on Enterprise Drive.

Mr. Wheeler responded that he did not know the circumstances of the extension of Enterprise
Drive. :

Ms. Baker stated that she had discussion with Rochester Public Works on the extension of
Enterprise Drive. They are standing firm on their recommendation. To some degree, it appears
as though the development can work without it.

‘¥,



Page 14
City Planning and Zoning Commission Minutes
Hearing Date: December 10, 2003

Ms. Petersson stated that she could not support the development because Enterprise Drive is
not shown on the general development plan and she is concerned about the groundwater,

Ms. Rivas stated that they had a good example in the last request of a developer working with
the community. She Stated that she would like the applicant to work with community and get
more details on whether there is a need for Enterprise Drive or not. Also, she would like
information on the location of houses and where the soil borings were.

Mr. Burke stated that, in order for the applicant to make the densities work, they are having to

work with a smaller area. They are attempting to avoid the sensitive areas. He indicated that

property is left in the R-1 zoning district, they might have to expand out into the sensitive areas
to make it work for them.

Ms. Petersson stated that an option would be to recommend a moratorium on building in the
Decorah Edge areas until more is known.

going through the process. He indicated that the property is unique and has many challenges
he is not comfortable with.

Mr. Haeussinger stated that the Commission would not have straight forward answers for quite
Some time. He stated that conservation zones should be considered.

Ms. Petersson moved to recommend denial of General Development Plan (GDP) #219, to I

be known as Spring Brook Valley as it does not show the extension of Enterprise Drive.

Mr. Staver stated that most of the Commission’s discussion has focuses on Criteria F regarding
drainage, erosion, and construction.

Ms. Petersson agreed with Mr. Staver with regard to his recommended finding.

| Mr. Haeussinger seconded the motion. The motion failed 4-5 with Mr. Burke, Mr. Ohly, I
 Ms. Wiesner, Mr. Quinn, and Mr. Dockter voting nay. SRR

' Mr. Quinn moved to recommend approval of General Development Plan(GDP) #219, to b?l

(without the extension of Enterprise Drive). Mr. Burke seconded the motion. The motion
carried 5-4, Ms. Petersson, Mr. Staver, Mr. Haeussinger, and Ms. Rivasvvditivng nay.

1. Prior to Final Plat submittal, the applicant shall enter into a Development Agreement

Reconstruction charges, stormwater management, park dedication, traffic
improvements, pedestrian facilities, right-of-way dedication, access and extension of

utilities for adjacent Properties, and contributions for public utilities.
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2.

Wetlands on the property.

Approval is Contingent upon negative findihgé for an EAW and complétion ofa stl..l'dy of

A regional stormwater management facility will be required within this GDP site. The
concept of several small detention ponds along the wetland/stream may be permitted
as an aesthetic feature, but may not fulfill the Owner’s obligations for providing
Stormwater Management.

have on the Fen. In Particular, the roadway and development area shown in “Area C”
on the Plan could have adverse impacts on the groundwater and surface water flows
towards the Fen. Prior to approval of any land disturbing activities in the areas
adjacent to the Fen (i.e. Area C), the applicant shall coordinate with the Planning
Department and MN DNR to verify that development activities will have no adverse
impacts on the Fen in the near future or long term. '

A revised GDP shall be filed with the Planning Department identifying all delineated

groundwater and surface water flow of the site. Any Modifications to the Plan to
mitigate or avoid adverse environmental impacts identified through the EAW process, or
through further assessment of the Site’s hydrology will need to be reflected in a revised

Staff reviewed this application with a two way private roadway proposed as a
connection to Willow Ridge Drive, as requested by the applicant. If this connection is
approved as a private two way road, the Owner will be required through the
Development Agreement process to dedicate public access rights over the private
roadway to allow traffic flow between the proposed and existing development. ‘

At the time of development, water main extension and hoping of systems must be
completed per the requirements of RPU Water. ' '

Parkland dedication requirements shall be met via dedication of the 3.5 acre pubic park
shown on the Revised Plan dated November 14, 2003. The balance of dedication (total
approx. 7.0 acres), shall be in the form of cash in lieu of land or negotiated street
construction costs for the park site frontage. }

Mr. Quinn moved to recommend approval of Zoning District Amendment #03-22 (to the R-
1x zoning district) with the staff-recommended findings. Mr. Burke seconded the motion.
The motion carried 7-2, with Ms. Petersson and Mr. Staver voting nay.
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING
DATE: 1-21-04
AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM
CONTINUED - PUBLIC HEARINGS PLANNING - Z.

ITEM DESCRIPTION: General Development Plan(GDP) #219, to be known as Spring Brook PREPARED BY:
Valley. The GDP includes a total of approximately 112 acres of land and proposes to develop the Mitzi A. Baker,
eastern 17.16 acres in the B-4 (General Commercial) district, with the western 94.14 acres Senior Planner
developed in the R-1x (Mixed Single Family Extra) district. The Plan also identifies public and
private roads, stormwater ponds, public parkland and accesses to the TH 63 Frontage Road. The
property is located west of TH 63, south of TH 52 and Southtown Heights and north of 36" ST.

CI\A!L

December 18, 2003 NoTE: See (F2C minutes brom )OQOiotés 2C hearing.

This application was previously continued in response to a letter submitted by the Mn DNR. Since January 5, 2004, McGhie
& Betts, Planning and the DNR met and discussed the referral process and timing of agency comments. There was
additional discussion specific to the Spring Brook Valley GDP, the delineated Calcareous Fen and future management of the
Fen. Attached is a letter from DNR staff, which is an addendum to the letter previously submitted.

Please note: The original recommendation for denial was based on concerns about Enterprise Drive SW. With those
concerns resolved, the staff now recommends approval with the modification to condition 4, below.

City Planning and Zoning Commission Recommendation:

The City Planning and Zoning Commission held a public hearing on December 14, 2003, to consider this petition.

Please see the attached minutes for details related to the public hearing and Commission recommendation.
The Planning Commission recommended approval of this GDP 5-4, subject to the following
conditions/modifications:

1. Pedestrian facilities should also be provided between the northern extend to Willow Ridge Rive and
the new public roadway within Spring Brook.

2. Prior to designing grading plans or further development proposals for this property, the developer
will need to study the impact that the proposed development will/could have on the Fen. In
particular, the roadway and development area shown in “Area C” on the Plan could have adverse
impacts on the groundwater and surface water flows towards the Fen. Overall, groundwater flows
in this area need to be studied to understand potential impacts of development and ensure the long-
term viability of this Fen.

3. Development will need to be phased to limit the number of trips to <1,200 prior to construction of a

second access. Phasing shall be such that access to Willow Ridge Drive SW occurs when the
development will exceed the 1,200 trip threshold and not before based on plats or Plan approval.

Continued on next page

COUNCIL ACTION:
Motion By: Seconded By: Action:
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January 16, 2004

4. Approval is contingent upon negative findings for an EAW and completion of a study of groundwater and
surface water flow of the site. Any modifications to the Plan necessary to mitigate or avoid adverse
environmental impacts identified through the EAW process or further environmental assessment of the Site will

require an amendment to this GDP.

5. Development densities shown on the Plan are subject to completion of Site Capacity Calculations and
compliance with adopted regulations.

Council Action Needed:
If the Council wishes to proceed with this application, the Council should instruct the City Attormey to
prepare a resolution, with findings, for Council approval.

Planning Staff Recommendation:

See attached staff report.

Distribution:

City Administrator

City Attorney

Planning Department File

McGhie & Betts, Inc.

Applicant:  This item will be considered sometime after 7:00 p.m. on WEDNESDAY January 21, 2004, in the
Council/Board Chambers at the Government Center, 151 4th Street SE.

g h NS



ROCHESTER - OLMSTED PLANNING DEPARTMENT
2122 CAMPUS DRIVE SE, SUITE 100, ROCHESTER, MN, 55904-4744
PH: (507) 285-8232 FAX: (507) 287-2275

To: Rochester Mayor and Common Council
From: Phil Wheeler, AICP, Planning Director
Date: January 16, 2004

Re:  Spring Brook Valley GDP

This memo addresses four matters related to the Spring Brook Valley GDP, including
the DNR’s response, the Decorah Edge issue, the density of development, and the
Enterprise Drive connection.

DNR: The DNR has submitted an addendum to its earlier letter which removes some of
their concerns about this GDP. The suggested requirement for an EAW is consistent
with state requirements and with our staff recommendation. The wetland issues are
already being addressed. Acquisition by the DNR of the Mutchler Calcareous Fen and
adjacent areas as a Scientific and Natural Area would provide a tremendous educational
and natural area benefit to the neighborhood and community, while resolving in the best
possible way the question of long term management and protection of the fen. We
wholeheartedly endorse that proposal.

We have also met with the DNR and the applicant's representative and have reached
agreement on improvements to the referral process that we hope will avoid the issue of
last-minute referrals on development applications.

Decorah Edge: The Council has asked for further explanation of our recommendations
with regard to the Decorah Edge issue as it affects this site. Our recommendations are
based on the ordinances now in place. This application goes beyond the minimum
requirements now in place and addresses Decorah Edge concerns in a manner that
parallels the requirements now being considered as part of a recommendation to the
County Board to initiate an amendment to the County zoning ordinance. In general, the
County ordinance draft addresses Decorah Edge concerns in three ways:

1. by allowing cluster development where the Decorah Edge area is avoided to a
significant extent, provided wetlands and wooded areas are maintained chiefly in
common open space;

2. by allowing conventional development where a detailed site investigation reveals
that parts of the Decorah Edge area should not be considered “sensitive” and
can safely be developed conventionally; and

3. by allowing cluster development at a higher density where a detailed site
investigation identifies sensitive areas that are avoided and where more
extensive preservation of wetlands and woodland areas is provided for.

In general, the Decorah Edge research appears to show that the areas underiain by the
Decorah Shale are not uniformly sensitive to disturbance and do not universally
experience high levels of groundwater flow. In the draft County ordinance, the
identification of sensitive areas within the Decorah Edge is based in part on identifying
springs, seeps, wetlands, hydric soils, and areas of groundwater close to the surface,
as well as the areas upgradient and downgradient from those features. These features
are concentrated where heavier groundwater flows occur. Other parts of the Decorah



01/16/04

Edge (the draft County ordinance requires these to be identified through detailed site
investigation, including a very detailed soil survey and hydraulic modeling) would not be
considered to be sensitive to disturbance or to require avoidance.

The Spring Brook Valley GDP appears to follow a similar approach in that the applicant
has conducted a detailed site investigation (not including hydraulic modeling as far as
we know, but including a high density of soil borings) and has proposed a clustered
development. The springs, seeps, wetlands, and hydric soils are concentrated at the
west end of the property and along the drainageway. The GDP proposes to avoid
disturbing these areas and provides extensive buffers around the fens, wetlands, and
drainageway. It concentrates the dwelling units on the balance of the site, in less
sensitive areas of the Decorah Shale portion of the site (where there are shallower
slopes and deeper soils) and in parts of the site that are not underlain by the Decorah
Shale. The conditions recommended by the staff (requiring an EAW and an assessment
of groundwater flow movements, with an amended GDP if further assessment indicates)
are similar to required steps in the draft County ordinance.

Density: Our recommendation to reduce the zoning classification from R-2 to R-1x
(which the applicant has agreed to) is based on the sensitivity of the site and the
desirability of a higher level of review for townhouse densities exceeding 5.5 units per
acre. This has the added benefit of adding another opportunity for neighbors concerned
about the impact of higher densities abutting their properties to review detailed plans for
any proposed densities over that level. Because the site will have to meet the site
capacity requirements of the Land Development Manual, it is possible that the densities
indicated on the General Development Plan will not actually be achieved in site

planning.

Enterprise Drive SW: The major unresolved question with regard to the GDP was the
question of providing secondary access via Enterprise Drive SW. After meeting with
property owners to the south along Enterprise Drive, Public Works has revised its
referral comments as follows:

GDP Condition #8 - Public Works, after further review of traffic impacts of this
proposed GDP and the use identified therein, has determined that Enterprise
Drive need not be connected to the interior public and private street system
proposed as part of the development. In the event the property changes such
that the density increases, number of units increases or a more intense
(commercial) use is proposed Enterprise Drive could be extended through this
development and serve as an additional access. It is important that Enterprise
Drive be retained for future land use decisions.

This resolves the matter in the opinion of the Planning Department and removes our
objection to the GDP.

Page 2 of 2



Minnesota Department of Natural Resources Q(

Division of Ecological Services
261 Highway 15 South
New Ulm, MN 56073

-electronic copy, signed copy will be sent-

1/15/04

Rochester City Council (c/o Mitzi Baker, Planner)
City of Rochester

2122 Campus Drive, Suite 100

Rochester, MN 55904

Dear Rochester City Council:

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) appreciates the opportunity to review the General Development
Plan (GDP) for Spring Brook Valley. We apologize for not providing input within the designated comment period. DNR
stands by our comment letter sent on 1/5/04 (hereinafter referred to as “previous comments”); however, our response may
not have been clearly explained. Please accept this letter as an addendum to our previous comments.

Based on available information, questions were brought forward regarding the wetland delineations on the Spring Brook
Valley site. Previous delineation reports associated with sewer line projects and fen evaluations denoted wetland locations
on the western portions of the property and as a result of the Spring Brook Valley proposal, wetlands on the eastern
portions of the property were delineated in the fall of 2003. DNR has had opportunity to comment on the sewer line
applications and during the development of a fen management plan for Barony Woods. The Spring Brook Valley wetland
delineation for the area to be developed (eastern portions of the property) was site-reviewed by John Harford (WCA
administrator) and Mary Kells (Board of Water and Soil Resources). A DNR representative was unable to attend this site
review. The wetland delineation map was finalized after site surveys were completed by the consultant.

The final delineation map for the Spring Brook Valley project was received by John Harford during the week of January
5%, Following WCA procedures, Mr. Harford sent the wetland report out to the Technical Evaluation Panel members for
review. The DNR has now received a copy of the wetland delineation map for the Spring Brook Valley site, but has not
had an opportunity to review it. Based on my conversations with John Harford, DNR believes that proper delineations
were completed and assume the consultant will continue to work with Mr. Harford through WCA procedures to avoid and
minimize wetland impacts. If the DNR has any additional comments about the Spring Brook Valley wetland delineation,

we will forward them through appropriate WCA processes.

The DNR expressed concern in our previous comments about the completion of an environmental assessment worksheet
(EAW) on the Spring Brook Valley development and other similarly sensitive sites. It remains our concern that small
residential projects proposed for sensitive areas may not reach environmental review thresholds under the Minnesota
Environmental Policy Act. Based on DNR discussions with Jeff Broberg, the consultant for the Spring Brook Valley
development, we are confident that an EAW will be completed on this project. In sensitive areas, DNR requests that no
site impacts, including grading and site preparation, be allowed prior to the completion, review, and approval of an EAW.

Long-term protection of the Mutschler Fen is a priority to the DNR. Based on discussions with the consultant and
Rochester planning staff, I have initiated an inquiry to determine the potential inclusion of the fen area into the Scientific
and Natural Areas (SNA) program. Inclusion in this program is a complex process and many criteria need to be satisfied.
As an SNA, the fen would have extended protection. DNR looks forward to working with the consultant and developer on

this project. Please feel free to contact me at any time of you have any questions.

Regards,

Shannon J. Fisher, Ph.D.

Environmental Assessment Ecologist

(507) 359-6073; Shannon.fisher@dnr.state.mn.us

DNR Information: 651/296-6157 - 1-888/646-6367 » TTY: 651/296-5484 - 1-800/657-3929
An Equal Opportunity Employer Who Values Diversity Printad on Rorurhed Do ree £ oo’ e XA ey - o~
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC
. . *  WORKS
TO: Consolidated Plapnmg Department 201 4" Street SE Room 108
2122 Campus Drive SE Rochester, MN 55904-3740
Rochester, MN 55904 507-287-7800

FAX - 507-281-6216
FROM: Mark E. Baker

DATE: 1/15/04

The Department of Public Works has reviewed the application requesting
Vacation #04-01 by Thomas Green & Bruce Ackland. to vacate a portion of the
Enterprise Dr SW and 36" St SW rights-of-way. The following are Public Works
comments on the proposal:

1. Due to the limited Roadway network in this area and the amount of
vacant undeveloped property lying to the North of this proposed
vacation, Enterprise Drive may need to be extended in the future
through this segment of unconstructed roadway to serve as a
secondary or primary access supporting additional development.
Future land sue decisions in this area should not be compromised by a
request to vacate at this time. Public Works cannot support the
vacation request at this time.

P:\COMMON\ROW\PIanning\Planning 2004\VAC04-01 Enterprise Dr SW.doc



TO: Consolidated Planning Department
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC

2122 Campus Drive SE WORKS
Rochester, MN 55904 201 4™ Street SE Room 108

Rochester, MN 55904-3740
507-287-7800
FAX - 507-281-6216

FROM: Mark E. Baker

DATE: 11/4/03

The Department of Public Works has reviewed the application for General Development Plan
#219 for the proposed Spring Brook Valley development. The following are Public Works
comments on this request are from 11/4/03 and revised comments from 1/ 16/04(bold):

1.

Prior to Final Plat submittal, the applicant shall enter into a Development Agreement
with the City that outlines the obligations of the applicant relating to, but not limited
to Ownership & Maintenance of the Wetland Areas, TID / Substandard Street
Reconstruction charges, stormwater management, park dedication, traffic
improvements, pedestrian facilities, right-of-way dedication, access, and extension of
utilities for adjacent properties, and contributions for public utilities.

Grading & Drainage Plan approval is required prior to development.

A regional stormwater management facility will be required on this Property. The
concept of several small detention ponds along the wetland / stream may be permitted
as an aesthetic feature, but may not fulfill the Owner’s obligations for providing
Stormwater Management.

Development will be limited by trip generation until a second access is available.
Traffic calming measures may be required to limit the traffic from this development
through the residential development to the south via Willow Ridge Dr SW.

Pedestrian facilities are required at the Owner’s expense along both sides of all new
public roads within this development, and along the entire frontage of the Property
abutting the west frontage road. In addition, a pedestrian trail shall be extended at the
Owner’s expense through the sanitary sewer corridor to the set property line Specific
obligations will be addressed in the Development Agreement.

Controlled access dedication requirements, and individual lot access to the frontage
road will be determined in the Development Agreement and should not be shown on
the GDP.

P:\COMMON\ROW\Planning\Planning 2003\GDP219 Spring Brook Valley.doc



% ROCHESTER
— Mirrcsoly ——

TO: Consolidated Planning Department DEPARTMENT OF
2122 Campus Drive SE Wonka | UBLIC
Rochester, MN 55904 201 4" Street SE Room 108
Rochester, MN 55904-3740
507-287-7800

FAX - 507-281-6216
FROM: Mark E. Baker

7. Execution of a City-Owner Contract will be required prior to construction of each
phase of development, for all public infrastructure to serve this property.

8. Public Works, after further review of traffic impacts of this proposed GDP and

the use identified therein, has determined that Enterprise Drive need not be
connected to the interior public and private street system proposed as part of

the development. In the event the property chan es such that the densi
increases, number of units increases or a more intense (commercial) use is
roposed Enterprise Drive could be extended through this development and

serve as an additional access. It is important that Enterprise Drive be retained

for future land use decisions.

9. Specific routing of utilities will be addressed through the platting process and plan
review.

Charges/fees applicable to the development of this property will be addressed in the
Development Agreement and City-Owner Contract(s) for the Property and include:

Sewer Availability Charge (SAC) @ $3087.14 per developable

Water Availability Charge (WAC) @ $1851.12 per developable acre

Sanitary Sewer Connection Charge @ $46.60 per foot of frontage (estimated
4000 feet).

Willow Creek Transportation Improvement District (TID) charge — TBD in the
Development Agreement

Substandard Street Reconstruction Charge for the West Frontage Road

Storm Water Management — To Be Determined at the time of Grading Plan
approval, for areas that do not drain to a privately constructed on-site regional
detention facility.

First Seal Coat Charge @ $0.51 per square foot of public road frontage

Street Signs, as determined by the City Engineer
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2122 Campus Drive SE, Suite 100 » Rochester, MN 55904-4744 5\
COUNTY OF www.olmstedcounty.com/planning ;‘; |
4 ‘ O";Ei;‘; ...............
TO: City Planning and Zoning Commission
FROM: Mitzi Baker, Planner
DATE: December 4, 2003
RE: General Development Plan #219 to be known as Spring Brook

Valley.

ROCHESTER-OLMSTED PLANNING DEPARTMENT

G ROCHESTER
ot

Planning Department Review:

Petitioner:

Property Owner:

Consultant:

Location of
Property:

Proposed Use;

Land Use Plan
And Zoning
Designations:

COPAR Development, LLC
Tom Hansen

406 Main Street

Red Wing, MN 55066

Rochester Properties
1224 W 96" Street
Bloomington, MN 55431

Mills Properties
PO Box 971
Brained, MN 56401

McGhie & Betts, Inc.
1648 Third Ave. SE
Rochester, MN 55904

The property is located west of TH 63 S, west of the Fleet Farm store,
north of 36™ St. SW and east of the Greystone development.

This Plan includes approximately 114 acres of land. Approximately % of
the site, in the west and northwest, is proposed to remain undeveloped.
Wetlands have been delineated in this area and are planned to be
avoided. A majority of the Site is proposed to be developed with low
density residential dwellings that may include townhomes. Proposed
densities range from 9 to 12 units/acre. The eastern 17 acres of the site
is zoned B-4 (General Commercial) and is proposed to be developed
with commercial land uses.

Except for “Area H", the commercial area, the Rochester Urban Service
Area Land Use Plan designates this property as suitable for “low density
residential” uses and the property is currently zoned R-1 (Mixed Single
Family) district.

Area “H” includes approximately 17 acres along the TH 63 Frontage
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General Development Plan #164 Willow View

December 5, 2003

Streets:

Sidewalks:

Drainage:

Wetlands:

The applicant has petitioned to change approximately 94 acres of the site
from the R-1 (Mixed Single Family) district to the R-2 (Low Density
Residential) district.

The plan proposes both public and private roadways within the
development.

Primary access is shown at the TH 63 west Frontage Road (33" St.).
Additional access to the residential area is proposed at the north end of
Willow Ridge Drive. This access is proposed to accommodate two way
traffic on a 20" wide private road, which would connect to the internal
public street system. In response to concerns raised by the
Transportation Planning Staff, this roadway configuration was modified
from the original submittal to provide a more circuitous route and to
emphasize and encourage use of the primary public road system.
Though the Plan labeled this access as a one-way north, the applicant
did amend this application to propose that road as a two-way.

Another access is proposed at the north end of 7" Ave. SW. The
extension of this road is proposed to be a private street serving a limited
area of the development.

Right-of-way for Enterprise Drive SW is platted to the south property line
of this GDP, but is not proposed to be extended into the property.
Extension of this roadway should be included in this GDP.

Pedestrian facilities are required along both sides of all new public
roadways. Pedestrian facilities should also be provided between Willow
Ridge Rive and the new public roadway within Spring Brook.

This property has steep and rolling terrain and drains to an intermittent
stream that runs from west to east through the site. The Plan proposes
multiple cells for stormwater management along the stream corridor, as
well as two larger detention ponds in the northeast corner of the GDP.

Detailed grading and drainage plans will be required when the property is
platted or developed.

Hydric Soils and Wetlands exist within this GDP. Some of the Wetlands
have been identified on the Plan, however one known Wetland was not
identified or labeled in the far western portion of the site, south of the
drainage corridor. Wetlands have also been delineated along the
stream channel.

Calcareous fens are the result of glacial deposits that permit a constant
upweliing of alkaline groundwater rich in calcium and magnesium
bicarbonates. Many rare plants are largely restricted to fens, which cover
just over 1,000 acres statewide. A Calcareous Fen has been delineated
in the northwest portion of the Site. Prior to designing grading plans or
further development proposals for this property, the developer will need
to study the impact that the proposed development will/could have on the
Fen. In particular, the roadway and development area shown in “Area C”
on the Plan could have adverse impacts on the groundwater and surface
water flows towards the Fen if not designed properly.

ql
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General Development Plan #164 Willow View

December 5, 2003

Public Utilities:

Parkland
Dedication:

Environmental
Review:

Referral
Comments:

Report
Attachments:

Several alternatives for water service to the site exist. The applicant will
need to coordinate with RPU Water Division to determine options and
engineering issues. Ultimately a loop from the north to the south
systems in the area must be completed to provide adequate flows for fire
protection to the commercial area.

Builders will need to install pressure-reducing devices as required by the
MN Plumbing Code.

A trunkmain sanitary sewer dissects this property, which currently serves
the Greystone development as well as development west of 18™ Ave.
SW. Service lines will need to be extended from this trunkmain to serve

this development.

This proposed development would have a parkland dedication
requirement of approximately 7 acres. A minimum of 3.5 acres of the
dedication should be in the form of land. The revised GDP indicates a
3.5 acre public park, which will meet the development’s land dedication.
The balance of the dedication can be in the form of cash in lieu of land or
negotiated street construction costs for the park site frontage.

This development meets several thresholds requiring a Mandatory
Environmental Assessment Worksheet in accordance with MN Rules,

4410.4300.

The applicant has not submitted an EAW to the City at this time. Prior to
approvals for subdivision or development within this GDP, an EAW will
need to be filed with the City, and processed according to MN Rules.

Planning Dept. Transportation Division
Rochester Public Works

Wetland LGU, John Harford
Rochester Park & Recreation

RPU Water Division

Rochester Fire Department

Planning Department - GIS Division
Olmsted County Water Coordinator

NN~

1. Proposed General Development Plan
2. General Development Plan Narrative
3. Referral Comments

Criteria & Staff Suggested Findings:

Paragraph 61.215 of the Rochester Zoning Ordinance and Land Development Manual lists the
Criteria for approval of a general development plan (see attached).

Criteria A.  The proposed land uses are generally in accord with the adopted Comprehensive
Plan and zoning map, or that the means for reconciling any differences have
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General Development Plan #164 Willow View
December 5, 2003

Criteria B.

been addressed. A GDP may be processed simultaneously with a rezoning or
plan amendment request.

A Zoning District amendment is being considered concurrent with this
GDP. If the amendment were approved, the land uses within the GDP
would be consistent with the land use designation and zoning for the

property.

The proposed development, including its lot sizes, density, access and circulation
are compatible with the existing and/or permissible future use of adjacent

property.

Generally, low density residential uses are considered compatible with
other residential development.

The first Spring Brook Valley GDP filed for this property included a public
road connection to Willow Ridge Drive SW. The design of this connection
concerned staff because it would likely have resulted in a higher than
acceptable volume of traffic utilizing Willow Ridge Drive SW. Since the
original submittal, the applicant’s consultant re-designed the access to
Willow Ridge Drive to provide a less desirable route for motorists while still
maintaining the access. As part of this re-design of the connection, the
public street system providing connection to the TH 63 west frontage road
was emphasized, to encourage motorists to utilize that route. Though the
revised GDP was submitted with the Willow Ridge Dr. connection labeled
as a one-way going north, the applicant has requested to change that
labeling to a two-way private road. Staff reviewed this application with this
connection as a two-way. As a two-way private street (20’ min. width)
show, it is expected that Willow Ridge Drive will operate at capacity.

If necessary to further reduce trips on Willow Ridge Drive, the developer
could be required to install a traffic-calming device, which could further
reduce the number of vehicles utilizing Willow Ridge Drive. Another option
is that the City could require the developer to contribute toward upgrading
Willow Ridge Drive to the design standards of a Major Residential Street to
handle higher volumes of traffic. On and off site improvements will need to
be outlined in a development agreement prior to development of this

property.

Currently, Enterprise Drive right-of-way terminates at the south line of this
development. The GDP submitted does not include an extension of
Enterprise Drive. As recommended by Rochester Public Works, the
extension of this roadway needs to be incorporated into this GDP.,

Connection from Carlton to either TH 63 or 40" St occurs via the West
Frontage Road, currently a substandard local non-residential street.
Upgrading of the West Frontage Road is Planned to a collector street cross
section as part of the TH 63 South Interchange Project, which will replace
at-grade intersections on TH 63 with an interchange at 40™ St and will
upgrade connecting roads to the interchange area. Upgrading of Carlton
Street and construction of Enterprise Drive will need to be resolved, most
likely through a public improvement project with the developer’s
contribution to the project identified in a Development Agreement.

.
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General Development Plan #164 Willow View
December 5, 2003

Criteria C.

Criteria D.

Contribution toward these improvements will likely be required by this
developer via TID (Traffic Improvement District) charges.

At the time of development, site capacity calculations will need to be
completed. Based on the calculations, the development density may
actually be less than what is shown on the GDP. The site capacity
calculations will determine what the developable acreage is after
Subtracting certain environmental features. At this time, the applicant has
not completed site capacity calculations for this project, to determine the
permitted density of developable acres. These calculations are required at
the time a detailed site plan is prepared and submitted for review/approval.

The mix of housing is consistent with adopted Land Use and Housing Plans.

A Zoning District amendment is being considered concurrent with this
GDP. If the amendment were approved, the land uses within the GDP
would be consistent with the land use designation and zoning for the

property.

The policies and goals found in Chapters 2 and 3 of the Rochester Urban
Service Area Land Use Plan encourage developing a range of densities and
development styles. Development of this property would provide more
choices in housing styles and densities within this geographic area of the

City.

The proposed plan makes provisions for planned capital improvements and
streets reflected in the City of Rochester's current 6-Year Capital Improvement
Program, adopted Thoroughfare Plan, the ROCOG Long-Range Transportation
Plan, Official Maps, and any other public facilities plans adopted by the City.
Street system improvements required to accommodate proposed land uses and
projected background traffic are compatible with the existing uses and uses
shown in the adopted Land Use Plan for the subject and adjacent properties.

Several alternatives for extending water service to the site exist. The
applicant will need to coordinate with RPU Water Division to determine
options and design requirements.

A trunkmain sanitary sewer dissects this property, which currently serves
the Greystone development and other developments located west of 18"
Ave. SW. Service lines will need to be extended from this trunkmain to
serve this development.

The first Spring Brook Valley GDP filed for this property included a public
road connection to Willow Ridge Drive SW. The design of this connection
concerned staff because it would have resulted in a higher than acceptable
volume of traffic utilizing Willow Ridge Drive SW. Since the original
submittal, the applicant’s consultant re-designed the access to Willow
Ridge Drive to provide a less desirable route for motorists while still
maintaining the access. As part of this re-design of the connection, the
public street system providing connection to the TH 63 west frontage road
was emphasized to encourage motorists to utilize that route. Though the
revised GDP was submitted with the Willow Ridge Dr. connection labeled
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General Development Plan #164 Willow View
December 5, 2003

Criteria E.

as a one-way going north, the applicant has requested to change that
labeling to a two-way private road. Staff reviewed this application with this
connection as a two-way. As a two-way private street (20’ min. width), with
the alignment on the GDP, it is expected that Willow Ridge Drive will
operate at capacity.

If necessary to further reduce trips on Willow Ridge Drive, the developer
could be required to install a traffic-calming device, which could further
reduce the number of vehicles utilizing Willow Ridge Drive. Another option
is that the City could require the developer to contribute toward upgrading
Willow Ridge Drive to the design standards of a Major Residential Street to
hander higher volumes of traffic. On and off site improvements will need to
be outlined in a development agreement prior to development of this

property.

Currently, Enterprise Drive right-of-way terminates at the south line of this
development. This road needs to be extended into this property to provide
additional access and circulation. The GDP submitted does not include an
extension of Enterprise Drive. As recommended by Rochester Public
Works, the extension of this roadway needs to be incorporated into this

GDP.

Upgrading of Cariton Street and construction of Enterprise Drive will need
to be resolved, most likely through a public improvement project with the
developer’s contribution to the project identified in a Development
Agreement.

The development will need to be phased to limit the number of trips
generated prior to completion of the roadway connection to Willow Ridge

Drive.

On and off-site public facilities are adequate, or will be adequate if the
development is phased in, to serve the properties under consideration and will
provide access to adjoining land in a manner that will allow development of those
adjoining lands in accord with this ordinance.

1. Street system adequacy shall be based on the street system's ability to
safely accommodate trips from existing and planned land uses on the
existing and proposed street system without creating safety hazards,
generating auto stacking that blocks driveways or intersections, or
disrupting traffic flow on any street, as identified in the traffic impact
report, if required by Section 61.523(C). Capacity from improvements in
the first 3 years of the 6-year CIP shall be included in the assessment of

adequacy.

A Traffic Impact Analysis was completed in October by Muhammad
Khan, Transportation Planner, for the original GDP submitted to the
Planning Department. This document is attached. The application
has, however, been modified to address some concerns with the
volume of trips that would have utilized Willow Ridge Drive. A new
formal Analysis was not prepared for the amended GDP, however
Mr. Khan has informed staff that the modifications made to the
roadways, and the access as shown on the Revised GDP dated

o\
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November 14, 2003 would result in Willow Ridge Drive operating at
or near capacity. If necessary to further reduce trips on Willow
Ridge Drive, the developer could be required to install a traffic-
calming device, which could further reduce the number of vehicles
utilizing Willow Ridge Drive. Another option is that the City could
require the developer to contribute toward upgrading Willow Ridge
Drive to the design standards of a Major Residential Street to handle
higher volumes of traffic. On and off site improvements will need to
be outlined in a development agreement prior to development of
this property.

Right of Way for Enterprise Drive terminates at the south line of this
property and is not currently shown to extend into this GDP. This
Right-of-Way should be extended into this property and
incorporated into the roadway network for this Site. Upgrading of
Carlton Street and construction of Enterprise Drive will need to be
resolved, most likely through a public improvement project with the
developer’s contribution to the project identified in a Development
Agreement.

The development will need to be phased to limit the number of trips
generated prior to completion of the roadway connection to Willow
Ridge Drive.

Utilities are now available to directly serve the area of the proposed land
use, or that the City of Rochester is planning for the extension of utilities
to serve the area of the proposed development and such utilities are in
the first three years of the City's current 6-Year Capital Improvements
Program, or that other arrangements (contractual, development
agreement, performance bond, etc.) have been made to ensure that
adequate utilities will be available concurrently with development. I
needed utilities will not be available concurrent with the proposed
development, the applicant for the development approval shall stipulate
to a condition that no development will occur and no further development
permit will be issued until concurrency has been evidenced.

Several alternatives for extending water service to the site exist.
The applicant will need to coordinate with RPU Water Division to
determine options and design requirements.

A trunkmain sanitary sewer dissects this property, which currently
serves the Greystone development. Service lines will need to be
extended from this trunkmain to serve this development.

Detailed construction plans will need to be prepared and approved
by the City prior to constructing infrastructure for this
Development.

The adequacy of other public facilities shall be based on the level of
service standards in Section 64.130 and the proposed phasing plan for
development.

This proposed development would have a parkland
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Criteria F.

Criteria G.

dedication requirement of approximately 7 acres. A
minimum of 3.5 acres of the dedication should be in the
form of land. The revised GDP indicates a 3.5 acre public
Park that will meet the development’s land dedication. The
balance of the dedication can be in the form of cash in lieu
of land or negotiated street construction costs for the park
site frontage.

Pedestrian facilities should be provided between Willow Ridge Drive
and the internal public street system within this GDP. Mid-block
pedestrian connections will be required consistent with the
Ordinance.

The drainage, erosion, and construction in the area can be handled through
normal engineering and construction practices, or that, at the time of land
subdivision, a more detailed investigation of these matters will be provided to
solve unusual problems that have been identified.

Storm water ponds are proposed in multiple locations, on the GDP, along
the creek corridor. The concept of several small detention ponds along the
stream may be permitted as an aesthetic feature, but may not fulfill the
Owner’s obligations for providing Stormwater Management. Detailed
grading and drainage plans will be required prior to platting or grading.

Decorah Edge conditions exist through a vast area of this Site. The
developer and consultants may need to incorporate subdrain and tiling in
the engineering design for the Site. Development of this property may have
an impact on groundwater supplies and re-charge for the City’s drinking
water supply. The developer is encouraged to learn more about
development in the Decorah Edge to avoid unexpected expenses and
minimize impacts to the natural filtration of water that occurs in these
areas.

The iot, block, and street layout for all development and the lot density for
residential development are consistent with the subdivision design standards
contained in Section 64.100 and compatible with existing and planned
development of adjacent parcels.

A Zoning District amendment is being considered concurrent with this
GDP. If the amendment were approved, the land uses within the GDP
would be consistent with the land use designation and zoning for the

property.

At the time of development, site capacity calculations will need to be
completed. Based on the calculations, the development density shown on
the GDP may actually be less. The site capacity calculations will determine
what the developable acreage is after subtracting certain environmental
features. Additionally, the applicant will need to study the groundwater and
surface water flows of the site to avoid adverse impacts to the delineated
Calcareous Fen, which may result in a reduction of the development area.

Decorah Edge conditions exist through a vast area of this Site. The
developer and consultants may need to incorporate subdrain and tiling in
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the engineering design for the Site. Development of this property may have
an impact on groundwater supplies and re-charge for the City’s drinking
water supply.

Summarz & Comments:

This property includes delineated Wetlands including a Calcareous Fen, a stream corridor,
moderate and steep slopes, and Decorah Edge recharge areas. Grading plan and site plan
design will need to incorporate natural features, protect Wetlands and reflect densities consistent
with the Rochester Zoning Ordinance and Land Development Manual (LDM) regulations.
Additionally, portions of this site include wooded hillsides. The applicant should be aware that
Section 64.340 of the LDM could require re-vegetation or screening of slopes exposed by new
development, primarily on the wooded slopes.

Permitted densities in the R-1X district may be more appropriate on this property, than the
permitted densities in the R-2 district.

If the applicant is relying on future approval of a Substantial Land Alteration/Excavation permit in
order to accomplish the GDP proposed, the applicant may want to consider filing a request for the
appropriate permit(s) early in the development process, especially if the development design or
feasibility would change significantly without approval of said permits.

With the level of detail provided on this GDP, it is difficult for Staff to conclude compatibility of the
development style with the landscape/environment, Housing styles have not been specified and

placement of dwelling units has not been identified. Future submittals of site plans and grading
plans will provide Staff opponrtunities to review the development details and determine compliance

with regulations and policies.

The developer is encouraged to become educated on the impacts that the Decorah Edge may
have on the cost for development. Additionally, the developer is encouraged to utilize slab on
grade construction, where possible, in the Decorah Edge areas of the development, to minimize
interference with groundwater flows and reduce the risk of wet basement problems.

Regarding roadways within the development:
Enterprise Drive should be extended north into this property to provide additional access and
circulation. The application currently does not accommodate the extension of this roadway.
It's difficult to approve a GDP with a condition that the roadway is extended into the site,
because there is no opportunity to review the proposed alignment and other changes that
would occur in the GDP to accommodate the extension. If the Commission and Council agree
that this roadway should be extended into this GDP, the GDP should probably be denied for

failure to accommodate.

Future construction of Enterprise Drive and re-construction of Carlton Street will likely need to
be done as public improvement projects in the future. These projects will likely also be
included in a Traffic Improvement District (TID). This GDP will be subject to TID charges that
will be outlined in a future Development Agreement.

Willow Ridge Drive has limited additional capacity. The roadway connection shown on the
GPD and corrected to be a TWO-WAY would result in Willow Ridge Drive operating at or near
capacity. In order to reduce the number of vehicles using Willow Ridge Drive from Spring
Brook Valley, traffic calming could be required within the Spring Brook Valley GDP to further
reduce the trips on that road. Another option would be to require contribution from the
developer for future upgrade of Willow Ridge Drive to a Major Local Residential, to increase
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capacity. Details of on and off site improvements will need to be outlined in a Development
Agreement for this GDP.

Several Plans have been prepared for this property over the years, though most were never filed
formally. Two years ago a GDP was prepared for this property, which included a mix of
townhomes and multi-family in the R-3 district. Those applications were eventually withdrawn and
never acted on by the City Council. Following the submittal of these applications, it was
determined that a Collector road would not be required through this property for future extension
to 18" Ave. SW, as was shown on the Thoroughfare Plan,

Today, a GDP has been filed that includes approximately 114 acres of land. The applicant is
proposing to re-zone 94 acres to the R-2 (Low Density Residential) district, and is proposing
commercial land uses in the eastern 17 acres of the Site which is already zoned B-4 (General

Commercial).

Recommendation:

If the Commission and Council support the extension of Enterprise Drive into this property, this GDP
should be denied, as submitted. If the Commission and Council ultimately to not agree with Staff
recommendation for the extension and construction of Enterprise Drive into this GDP, then approval
could be considered. Since the requirement to file a GDP concurrent with any up-zoning request
allows for consideration of these applications simultaneously, the decision on the request to re-zone
94 acres from R-1 (Mixed Single Family Residential) to R-2 (Low Density Residential) could impact
the decision on this GDP. If, for instance, the Commission and Council do not support the request
to re-zone this property to R-2, the GDP should be denied because it would not be consistent with
the current R-1 zoning for the residential portion of the GDP.

Please consider the following conditions, if the Commission and Council choose to approve this
GDP, without the extension of Enterprise Drive:

1. Prior to Final Plat submittal, the applicant shall enter into a Development
Agreement with the Cit that outlines the obligations of the developer/owner relating
to, but not limited to Ownership & Maintenance of the Wetland Areas,
TID/Subtandard Street Reconstruction charges, stormwater management, park
dedication, traffic improvements, pedestrian facilities, right-of-way dedication,
access and extension of utilities for adjacent Properties, and contributions for
public utilities.

2. A regional stormwater management facility will be required within this GDP site.
The concept of several small detention ponds along the wetland/stream may be
permitted as an aesthetic feature, but may not fulfill the Owner’s obligations for
providing Stormwater Management.

3. Pedestrian facilities are required at the Owner’s expense along both sides of all
new public roads within this development, and along the entire frontage of the GDP
abutting the west frontage road. Mid block connections must be provided as
required by Ordinance. The developer/owner shall also provide pedestrian
facilities between the northern extent of Willow Ridge Drive through Spring Brook
Valley to the pubic road system within the development. In addition, a pedestrian
trail shall be extended at the Owner’s expense through the sanitary sewer corridor
to the west property line. Specific obligations will be addressed in the

Development Agreement.
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4. Prior to designing grading plans or further development proposails for this
property, the developer will need to study the impact that the proposed
development will/could have on the Fen. In particular, the roadway and
development area shown in “Area C” on the Plan could have adverse impacts on
the groundwater and surface water flows towards the Fen. Prior to approval of
any land disturbing activities in the areas adjacent to the Fen (i.e. Area C), the
applicant shall coordinate with the Planning Department and MN DNR to verity that
development activities will have no adverse impacts on the Fen in the near future

or long term.

5. A revised GDP shall be filed with the Planning Department identifying all delineated
Wetlands on the property.

6. Approval is Contingent upon negative findings for an EAW and completion of a study
of groundwater and surface water flow of the site. Any Modifications to the Plan to
mitigate or avoid adverse environmental impacts identified through the EAW
process, or through further assessment of the Site's hydrology will need to be

reflected in a revised GDP.,

7. Staff reviewed this application with a two way private roadway proposed as a
connection to Willow Ridge Drive, as requested by the applicant. If this connection
is approved as a private two way road, the Owner will be required through the
Development Agreement process to dedicate public access rights over the private
roadway to allow traffic flow between the proposed and existing development.

8. At the time of development, water main extension and hoping of systems must be
completed per the requirements of RPU Water.

9. Parkland dedication requirements shall be met via dedication of the 3.5 acre pubic
park shown on the Revised Plan dated November 14, 2003. The balance of

dedication (total approx. 7.0 acres), shall be in the form of cash in lieu of land or
negotiated street construction costs for the park site frontage.

Notes & Reminders:

Development densities shown may be reduced following site capacity calculations.
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Minnesota
TO: Consolidated Planning Department
2122 Campus Drive SE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC
WORKS
Rochester, MN 55904 201 4" Street SE Room 108

Rochester, MN 55904-3740
507-287-7800
FAX - 507-281-6216
FROM: Mark E. Baker

DATE: 11/26/03

The Department of Public Works has reviewed the application for General Development Plan
#219 for the proposed Spring Brook Valley development. The following are Public Works
comments on this request from 11/4/03. New comments are indicated in BOLD, while comments
that have been addressed by the revisions, or are no longer applicable are shown with

1. Prior to Final Plat submittal, the applicant shall enter into a Development Agreement
with the City that outlines the obligations of the applicant relating to, but not limited
to Ownership & Maintenance of the Wetland Areas, TID / Substandard Street
Reconstruction charges, stormwater management, park dedication, traffic
improvements, pedestrian facilities, right-of-way dedication, access, and extension of
utilities for adjacent properties, and contributions for public utilities.

2. Grading & Drainage Plan approval is required prior to development.

3. Aregional stormwater management facility will be required on this Property. The
concept of several small detention ponds along the wetland / stream may be permitted
as an aesthetic feature, but may not fulfill the Owner’s obligations for providing
Stormwater Management.

4. Development sill may be limited by trip generation until a second access is
available. i i i

5. Pedestrian facilities are required at the Owner’s expense along both sides of all new
public roads within this development, and along the entire frontage of the Property
abutting the west frontage road. In addition, a pedestrian trail shall be extended at the
Owner’s expense through the sanitary sewer corridor to the west property line
Specific obligations will be addressed in the Development Agreement.

6. Controlled access dedication requirements, and individual lot access to the frontage
road will be determined in the Development Agreement and should not be shown on
the GDP.

C:\Documents and Settings\plambake\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\OLK5\GDP219 Spring Brook Valley
REVISED 11-26.doc
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ROCHESTER

Minnesota
TO: Consolidated Planning Department
2122 Campus Drive SE DEP AHT"‘;‘VE(;“FIK?SF PUBLIC
Rochester, MN 55904 201 4" Street SE Room 108

Rochester, MN 55904-3740
507-287-7800
FAX - 507-281-6216

FROM: Mark E. Baker

10.

Execution of a City-Owner Contract will be required prior to construction of each
phase of development, for all public infrastructure to serve this property.

Enterprise Drive should be extended through this development and serve as the
primary secondary access, with the connection to Willow Ridge Dr SW acting as
a third alternative access. The revised plan does not address Public Works
prior comment regarding the extension of Enterprise Dr SW.

Specific routing of utilities will be addressed through the platting process and plan
review.

It is staff’s understanding that the applicant intends to request the proposed
Private road from Willow Ridge Dr SW to this property be permitted for two
way traffic vs. one way as shown on the submitted plan. If this connection is
approved as a private two way road, the Owner will be required through the

Development Agreement process to dedicate public access rights over the

private roadway to allow traffic flow between the proposed and existing
development.

Charges/fees applicable to the development of this property will be addressed in the
Development Agreement and City-Owner Contract(s) for the Property and include:

% Sewer Availability Charge (SAC) @ $3087.14 per developable

» Water Availability Charge (WAC) @ $1851.12 per developable acre

** Sanitary Sewer Connection Charge @ $46.60 per foot of frontage (estimated
4000 feet).

< Willow Creek Transportation Improvement District (TID) charge — TBD in the
Development Agreement

% Substandard Street Reconstruction Charge for the West Frontage Road

%* Storm Water Management - To Be Determined at the time of Grading Plan
approval, for areas that do not drain to a privately constructed on-site regional
detention facility. ,

% First Seal Coat Charge @ $0.51 per square foot of public road frontage

> Street Signs, as determined by the City Engineer

C:\Documents and Settings\plambake\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\OLK5\GDP219 Spring Brook Valley
REVISED 11-26.doc
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we pledge, we detiver
October 31, 2003

Rochester-Olmsted
CONSOLIDATED PLANNING DEPARTMENT
2122 Campus Drive SE

Rochester, MN 55904-799¢6

REFERENCE: General Development Plan #219 by COPAR Development to be known as Spring Brook
Valley to develop 111.3 acres (17.16 acres as Business Use and 94.14 acres as Residential Use) and Zoning

District Amendment #03-22 to re-zone 94.14 acres from R-1 to R-2 district.

Dear Ms. Garness:
Our review of the referenced general development plan is complete and our comments follow:

1. The property may be subject to the water availability fee, connection fees or assessments. The Land
Development Manager (507-281-6198) at the Public Works Department determines the applicability of these

fees.
2. Most of this property is within the Intermediate Leve] Water System Area, which is available in two locations
from th

e north and one from the south. Preliminary computer water system modeling indicates that to provide
adequate flows for fire protection in the B4 area (Planned Phase D) a loop from the north to the south systems

must be completed.

the end of 7" Ave SW.

4. Static water pressures within this entire area will range from the low 60’s PSI to the low 90’s PSI depending
on the finished grades. The builders must install pressure-reducing devices near the domestic water meters as
required by the Minnesota Plumbing Code.

5. The water mains must be looped to minimize “dead ends” and water mains must be extended to adjacent
properties per our requirements.

6. We will work with the applicant’s engineering firm to develop the necessary water system layout to serve this
area.

Please contact us at 507-280-1600 if you have questions.

Very truly yours,

SIS

Donn Richardson

Water

C: Doug Rovang, RPU
Mike Engle, RPU
Mark Baker, City Public Works
Vance Swisher, Fire Prevention
Gale Mount, Building & Safety
COPAR Development, Inc.
McGhie & Betts, Inc.

Rochester Public Utilities, 4000 East River Road NE, Rochester, Minnesota 55 906-2813
telephone 507-280-1540 facsimile 507-280-1542



The hand to reach for...
DAVID A. KAPLER

Fire Chief
DATE: November 3, 2003
TO: Jennifer Garness, Planning
FROM: R. Vance Swisher, Fire Protection Specialist
SUBJ: General Development Plan (GDP) #2189, to be known as Spring Brook Valley and Zoning

District Amendment #03-22.
With regard to the above noted Project plan, the fire department has the following requirements:

1. An adequate water supply shall be provided for fire protection including hydrants properly located
and installed in accordance with the specifications of the Water Division. Hydrants shall be in place

prior to commencing building construction.

2. Streets and roadways shall be as provided in accordance with the fire code, RCO 31 and the Zoning
Ordinance and Land Development Manual. Emergency vehicle access roadways shall be
serviceable prior to and during building construction.

a) Streets less than 32feet in width shall be posted “No Parking” on one side of the street. Streets
less than 26 feet in width shall be posed “No Parking” on both sides of the street.

c: Donn Richardson, RPU, Water Division

Mark Baker, Rochester Public Works
COPAR Development, Inc
McGhie &Betts, Inc.
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Date:  November 6, 2003
To: Jennifer Garness, Rochester-Olmsted Planning Department
From:  Terry Lee, Olmsted County Environmental Services

Re: General Development Plan #219 by COPAR Development to be known as Spring Brook
Valley Subdivision, and Zoning District Amendment #03-22, Rochester Township,

Section 23.

The Decorah Edge (see diagram below) is present within the area where the parcel is located. In
this hydrogeologic setting, water discharges from the upper aquifer through soils overlying the

Decorah Edge Recharge Area

Area where shale and high water
Prosser tables may lead te structural problems

Limestons e A
“Cummingsville 2
Uimestone & Shae ey,

7 ‘:u
Sandstone . -‘
/'m.am'..:f;.rﬁ

Prairie du Chien
Limestone

The Decorah shale layer within this area is mapped at elevation of 1083’ to 1130’ (see attached
map). The mapped bedrock elevations do not account for an approximate 10 to 15 ft/mile

Table 1. Mapped Bedrock Elevations in Section 23 of Rochester Township.*

Map Unit Decorah
Township Sec Sub-sec Fro To
ochester 23 N 1083 1130
Rochester 23 S 1072 1120

* the attached map is based on the elevations shown for the north ¥; of Section 23,
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An overview of the Decorah Edge recharge processes and the associated shale and flooding
problems can be seen on the 15-minute video titled “Rochester’s Groundwater Guardian”. Copies

of the video are available at the Rochester Public Library.

Enclosed is a Decorah Edge brochure that was prepared by our office.

For additional information contact:

Olmsted County Environmental Services
2116 Campus Drive SE

Rochester, MN 55905

(507) 285-8339

lee.terry @co.olmsted.mn.us

Extent of the Decorah Edge at the Spring Brook Valley
General Development Plan in Rochester Township, Section 23

r-l J [] Spring Brook Valiey
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Parcel Boundaries
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WETLAND COMMENTS FOR DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS

Application Number: GDP #219 Spring Brook Valley

No hydric soils exist on the site based on the Soil Survey

L1 O

Hydric soils exist on the site according to the Soil Survey. The property owner is
responsible for identifying wetlands on the property and submitting the
information as part of this application.

X

A wetland delineation has been carried out for the property and is on file with the
Planning Department.

A wetland delineation is on file with the Planning Department and a N o-Loss,
Exemption, or Replacement Plan has been submitted to the Planning Department,

A wetland related application has been approved by the City. This plan
incorporates the approved wetland plan.

O O O

No hydric soils exist on the property based on the Soil Survey. However, due to
the location in the landscape, the property owner should examine the site for
wetlands. The property owner is responsible for identifying wetlands.

@ Other or Explanation:

Additional wetlands have been delineated on this property along the stream
channel. A delineation report was submitted and is to be amended.
Wetlands previously delineated on the wetsern portion of this property
are not shown on this GDP.

From John Harford
Wetlands LGU Representative



ROCHESTER PARK AND RECREATION

Rochester MN DEPARTMENT
November 17, 2003
TO: Jennifer Garness
Planning
RE: GDP #219 **REVISED**

Spring Brook Valley

O:\DSTOTZ\2003\PARK DEDICATION\SW 2897\SPRING BROOK VALLEY GDP.DOC



Rochester-Oimsted Planning Department
GIS/Addressing Division

2122 Campus Drive SE

Rochester, MN 55904-4744

Phone: (507) 285-8232

Fax: (507) 287-2275

GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

REFERRAL RESPONSE

DATE: November 21, 2003
TO: Jennifer Garness

FROM: Randy Growden

GIS/Addressing Staff
Rochester-Olmsted County
Planning Department

CC: Mc Ghie & Betts Inc.

RE: SPRING BROOK VALLEY

GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN #219 RE VISED

A review of the GDP has turned up the following ROADWAY or ADDRESS related issues:

1. The official designation of all public and/or private roadways must have approval of
the GIS/E911 Addressing Staff.

2. Supplementary Address Signage and the incurred costs may be required to eliminate
complicated or confusing addressing situations. This signage must be coordinated
with the GIS/ E-911 Addressing Staff in cooperation with the Rochester Fire
Department. If required, this signage will be determined at the time of address

review.

c:\documents and settings\plajgarn\local settings\temporary intemet ﬁles\olk3\springbrookvalleygdpz19revised.d0c
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,»:"“’0:,* Minnesota Department of Transportation

i % Minnesota Department of Transportatien - District 6
3% 5 Mail Stop 060 : Office Tel: 507-280-2913
o 2000 48% Streat N.W. . , Fax: .507-285-7355
Rochester, MN 55901-5848 <o E-mail: dale.maul@dot.state. mn.us
November 25, 2003

Jennifer Gamness
Rochester-Olmsted Planning Department
2122 Campus Drive SE, Suite 100

. Rochester, MN 55904

RE: Revised General Development Plan (GDP) #219, to be known As Springbrook Valley and
Zoning District Amendment #03-22. The applicant, COPAR Development, is proposing
to re-zone 94.14 acres of land from Mixed Single Family to Low Density Residential
district. The property is located west of US Highway 63, south of US Highway 52 and

- Southtown Heights and north of 36* Street SW.
US Highway 63, CS 5510

Dear Ms. Garness:

The Minnesota Department of Transportation (Mn/DOT) has reviewed the above
proposal as described. The revised GDP is acceptable, however Mn/DOT encourages

~ the City of Rochester to continually develop internal street connections to reduce
impacts for both City streets and for Mn/DOT roadways.

Questions may be directed to Fred Sandal, Principal Planner, at (507) 285-7369 or
Debbie Persoon-Bement, Plan and Plat Coordinator, at (507) 281-7777.

Sincerely, - :
T L

Dale E. Maul
Planming Director
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The hand to reach for...
DAVID A. KAPLER

Fire Chief
DATE: November 26, 2003
TO: Jennifer Garness, Planning (E-mail only)
FROM: R. Vance Swisher, Fire Protection Specialist
SUBJ: Revised General Development Plan #219, to be known as Spring Brook Valley AND

Zoning District Amendment #03-22.
With regard to the above noted project plan, the fire department has the following requirements:

1. An adequate minimum water supply of 2750 gallons per minute at 20 pounds per square inch shall
be provided to all portions of the property for fire protection including hydrants properly located and
installed in accordance with the specifications of the Water Division shall be provided for this
development plan. Hydrants shall be in place prior to building construction.

2. Streets and roadways shall be as provided in accordance with the fire code, RCO 31 and the Zoning
Ordinance and Land Development Manual. Emergency vehicle access roadways shall be
serviceable prior to and during building construction.

a) Streets less than 32feet in width shall be posted “No Parking” on one side of the street, Streets
less than 26 feet in width shall be posed “No Parking” on both sides of the street.
b) Cul-de-sacs less than 96 feet in diameter shall be posted “No Parking”.

c: Donn Richardson, RPU, Water Division (E-mail only)
Mark Baker, Rochester Public Works (E-mail only)
COPAR Development, Inc
McGhie & Betts Inc. (E-mail only)
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MEMORANDUM
TO: City Planning & Zoning Commission

FROM: Muhammad Khan
Transportation Planner

DATE; October 30, 2003
RE: Review of Traffic Impact Analysis for Spring Brook Valley

Introduction

The GDP includes total of 112 acres of land and proposes to develop the eastern 17.16 acres

as General Commercial District (B-4), remaining 94.14 areas proposed for rezoning from R-1 to
R-2. Residential area broken into 2 areas-subareas B through G on GDP to be served by roads
from the east which includes 455 units, and subarea A, which is served off 7" Ave and included

a total of 54 units.
To review the GDP, the following traffic analysis issues are relevant:

1. Level of Service (LOS) ~ The impact of the development to intersections along any
non-residential street where more than 5% of the intersection traffic is generated by
the project should be evaluated to determine if the additional traffic increases the
average delay per motorist such that the LOS drops below “D”.

2. Number of Access Points — The number of access points shall be minimum needed
to provide adequate access capacity for the site

3. Residential Street Impact — Traffic added by the project to existing residential street
shall not cause traffic to exceed acceptable ranges identified in the Thoroughfare
Plan. The volume thresholds are 1500 +/- 10% for local streets and 2000 +/- for

major local streets.

There are also other sections in the Zoning Ordinance and Land Development Manual that are
relevant to review of this GDP. Section 64.120 of the LDM includes criteria related to
secondary access and connectivity of local streets. The criteria for approval of a GDP
addressing the adequacy of public streets is found in section 61.21 5 and Access Spacing
Standards are included in Section 64.140 of LDM.

Traffic Impact Analysis for Spring Brook Valley 1
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Summary of Background Information:

* MNDOT, the City of Rochester and Olmsted County have a major highway improvement
project programmed for the year 2005 that will upgrade 40" Street SW, the West
Frontage Road north of 40" St, and the TH63 mainline to include 4 through lanes and 2
auxiliary lanes north of 40™ St with an interchange at 40" St SW.

* Figure 1 on next page shows the site location in respect to the existing land use and the

TH63/TH 52 interchange.

Residential Area Trip Generation

The GDP is divided into 7 residential districts (A-G). Table 1 illustrates the breakdown of
these areas and estimated daily and peak hour traffic generated from each of the districts.

Table 1: Residential Subarea Trip Generation

Area Style | Units/Acres Daily | PM IN ouT | AM IN ouTt
: | Trips | Trips Trips

A R-2 54 405 39 25 14 31 7 24

B R-2 50 375 36 23 13 29 7 22

C R-2 48 360 35 22 13 28 6 22

D R-2 70 525 50 32 18 41 9 32

E R-2 78 585 56 36 20 45 10 35

F R-2 56 420 40 26 14 33 8 25

G R-2 153 1148 | 110 70 40 89 20 69
Totals 509 3818 | 366 234 | 132 296 67 229

®  Area A traffic is separate from areas B through G will impact only Willow Heights Drive
®  Trip Generation estimates based on trip generation 270, ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 6" edition

Commercial Land Use Trip Generation

The proposed development includes approximately 17.16 Acres of commercial area along the
frontage road to the east of GDP. The AM and PM hour trips estimate assumed 130,000 sq
feet of commercial area based on a nominal Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of .175 and developed as a
Specialty Retail Center. Table 2 shows commercial subarea estimated daily, morning and

Table 2: Commercial Subarea Estimated Trip Generation

Area Use Acres | Daily | PM IN ouT AM IN ouTt
Trips | Trips Trips
H Commercial |17.16 | 5287 641 365 276 833 400 433

*  Trip Generation estimates based on trip generation 814, ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 6" edition

Traffic Impact Analysis for Spring Brook Valley 2
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Daily Traffic Volumes

* The traffic flow map shows an existing average daily traffic of 29,100 on south TH 63
between 40" Street SW and the TH 63/ TH 52 interchange. The projected estimated
traffic in the year 2025 is approximately 42,583 vehicles per day.

* The existing and projected daily traffic volumes on the nearby streets are shown in
Figure 2

ik INANENSY
ASiaE ALY

ikl
{1]

i Imeis
Willowridge
Drive - 1400 ADT

: ‘ g8 N g ::s 2 S H ; ‘
Existing Traffic | 2350 ADT|  [3370 ADT | [ 4620 ADT |
Projected Traffic (2025) ---- Approx. 12,500 per day west of frontage road
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Existing Zoning
Table 3 summarizes the projected traffic from the residential area of site under the existing R-1
zoning

Table 3: Estimated Residential Trip Generation under current zoning A
Area Units Acres | Daily | PM IN ouT AM IN ouT

Trips | Trips Trips

(Single | 188 @ 94.14 | 1800 145 36 109 192 123 69
family 2/acre

Trip Generation estimates based on trip generation 210, ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 6" edition

Street Design and Capacity

Streets in the nearby area that will be impacted by the increase in traffic from the proposed
development include the following:

Willow Heights Drive is a 36’ roadway on 66’ ROW and is considered a Major Local
Street, whereon the acceptable range of daily traffic is approximately 2000 to 3000
vehicles per day.

Willow Ridge Drive SW is 32’ roadway on 66’ Right of Way and is considered to be a
local street and the acceptable range of daily traffic is 1500-2000 ADT.

Currently, the West Frontage Road is serving as non-residential Local Street and
proposed to become a Collector Street on The Long Range Thoroughfare Plan.
Carlton Street is a non-residential street, currently with a 26’ roadway on 66’ ROW, and
Enterprise Drive north of Carlton St., which also has a 66’ ROW.

Review of the Key Traffic Issues

Level of Service

Traffic operation was evaluated previously with higher trip generation to determine if the
traffic impact from the proposed development would cause LOS at the intersection of
40" St with Willow Heights Drive drop below standards. Now with the new trip
generation, the traffic impact from the proposed development will be nominal and the
intersection will continue to operate at LOS “C".

LOS analysis at the intersection of 40™ St with Willow Ridge Drive SW was evaluated
with lower trip generation previously. The traffic impact due to the development is going
to be higher and the intersection is expected to operate at LOS below standards.

Traffic operation was also evaluated at the intersection of Carlton Street and the West
Frontage Road, to determine if the traffic impact from the proposed development would
cause LOS at this intersection drop below standards.

The proposed connection to the site through Willow Ridge Drive SW will drop the level
of service below standard at the intersection of 40™ St. At the moment this intersection is
operating at LOS “C” and would continue to do so provided no new traffic is added to
Willow Ridge Drive. '

It is expected that over time traffic on 40™ St will grow significantly, to a level
approaching 12,500 vehicles a day in the year 2025 when the area south of 40™ St on
both side of TH 63 fully develops with commercial and industrial uses.

Traffic Impact Analysis for Spring Brook Valley 4
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* The proposed interchange at 40" St along with Frontage Road improvement and
proposed upgrading of 40" St to four lanes with raised median and turn lanes will permit
the LOS drop only to “C” which meets the standards of LDM.

Number of Access Points

The total daily traffic generated by the proposed development is expected to be 9100 ADT
(see tables 1 & 2), of which the majority under the proposed plan will take access to the
area from the West Frontage Road through the proposed Major Local Road along the north
side of the development. Out of 9100 daily trips generated by the proposed development,
42% (3818 ADT) will be generated by the residential area and remaining 58% (5282 ADT)
trips will be made by the commerecial area.

Residential Development

* The major part of trips generated by residential areas D, E and G in the proposed GDP
would likely use Willow Ridge Drive as a primary access from 40" St. It is estimated that
potentially 33% of traffic generated by area D, 75% for E and 50% for G would take
access via Willow Ridge Drive. Itis estimated that up to 1180 daily trips in addition to
the existing 1400 per day generated by the Willow Ridge Mobile Home Park will use
Willow Ridge Drive to 40™ St SW.

» Willow Ridge Drive is a local street and designed to handle a daily traffic load of 1500-
to 2000 vehicle per day. With the proposed plan layout, it is estimated that total traffic
on Willow Ridge Drive will approach 2600 ADT.

* The level of traffic impact of the development in area “A” on Willow Heights Drive out to
40" St will have a minor LOS affect on the intersection.

Commercial Development

* The GDP is proposing 5 access points to the Commercial Land Use on the east side of
development off the west Frontage Road. The access locations as noted on the GDP
are proposed to be located a minimum of 125’ apart.

* The proposed commercial use is expected to generate roughly 5,000 daily trips and if all
these trips are made off the Frontage Road through the proposed 5 access points, it
may pose safety hazards for pedestrian, bicyclists and people with disabilities.

¢ One of the design objective under Section 64.144 of the LDM, is to ensure that the
access provides for the safe crossing of pedestrian, bicyclists and the handicapped.

* Two other design objectives in section 64.144(2 & 6) of the LDM are relevant to review
the proposed access points to Commercial Land Use on the east side of GDP. They
are related to adequate stopping distance, intersection sight distance and access
location in relation to driveways and street intersections.

* The spacing distance proposed in GDP is the absolute minimum the meets the
acceptable standards such as AASHTO and the various TIR References. Most
guidelines places desirable spacing at 200-250 feet based on Stopping Sight Distance
and Decision Sight Distance.

Traffic Impact Analysis for Spring Brook Valley 5



Summary of Key Traffic Issue

The discussion in the previous section identified

1. Impact to Willow Ridge Drive from development of areas D, E and G on the
proposed General Development Plan

2. Need to increase the spacing between the Proposed access points serving the

commercial area along the Frontage Road to provide adequate, not minimum,
stopping and decision sight distance. Spacing between access points should be a

225’

Possible Options to reduce Impact to Willow Ridge Drive

Alternative 1:

1.

Enterprise Drive is not constructed between the southeast corner of the site and Carlton
St. Since this land is off-site, a public improvement project would have to be initiated to
facilitate construction of the roadway. The existing ROW of Enterprise Drive and
Carlton Street is 66 suitable for Major Local Street or just a Local Street.

As shown in the figure 3, the proposed road on the southeast side of development
(ROW 66°) may be extended to connect Enterprise Drive, SW.

The proposed private street (ROW 50°) connecting the site with Willow Ridge Drive may
be narrowed down to private street standards (20’ roadway width). It may be even taken

out from the proposed GDP.,

Fiaure 3: Alte

¥ r}?
%
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Alternative 2:

1. A second alternative istoc
Willow Ridge Drive. One o
inbound/northbound traffic.

onsider some traffic calming options on the extension of
ption as illustrated in figure 4 would permits only

Figure 4: Half Closure

Traffic Impact Analysis for Spring Brook Valley 7
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Rochester
Minnesota

Land Surveying

Urban - Land Planning
Consulting - Civil Engineering
Geotechnical Engineering
Construction Material Testing

Landscape Architecture

1648 Third Avenue S.E.
Rochester, MN 55904

Tel. 507.289.391g
Fax. 507.289.7333

2-mail. mbi@mcghiebetts.com

Established 1946

November 13, 2003

M:s. Mitzi Baker

Consolidated Planning Department
2122 Campus Drive SE

Rochester, MN 55904

RE:

Spring Brook Valley Subdivision

Dear Ms. Baker:

On behalf of our client, Tom Hansen, Copar Companies , we are submitting
several map edits as discussed during our meeting on Monday, November 3,
2003. These edits include:

1.

Relocation of the pubic park site to “Area F”’ I have spoken with Denny
Stotz about this change and size. I will be forwarding an adobe print of
the park to him today.

Changing the name of Frontage Road to “33™ Street S.W.”

Removing the driveway access along 33" Street and replacing it with the
text- “Future access along 33™ Street and the 66" R.O.W. will be
reviewed t the time of platting.

Lengthen the 20’ private street connecting to Willow Ridge Drive. S.W.
and labeling it a “one-way northward access only”

Changing the main 66’ loop road on the southemn half of the project to
show a continuous curve not a “T” intersection to Willow Ridge Drive
S.W.

Recalculating the acreages and density to adjust for roadway and
parkland requirements.

The previous GDP map showed 509 total units. The amended GDP no
has 490 total proposed units.

If you have any questions, please contact us.

Sincerely,
McGhie & Betts Inc.

sty £ Clonfs

Kristi L. Clarke, AICP

Pc

EGEIVE

Tom Hansen, Copar Companies !
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Spring Brook Valley

GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

The Spring Brook Valley General Development Plan is approximately 94.14 acres bounded by
Barony Woods and Southtown Heights, Southtown Second, and Neills Replat on the north, unplatted
property to the west, Willow Hei ghts Second Subdivision, Willow Ridge and Willow Center
Subdivision on the south, and various commercial properties along the Frontage road to the east.

The following is a written sumrnary of the General Development Plan (GDP) in accordance with
Appendix B E-3.

a) Topographic or soils co

nditions which, in the estimation of the applicant, may create
potential problems in street, drainage, public utilities or building design and construction,
and how these problems will be investigated further or engineered 10 overcome the

limitations. ‘

Preliminary analysis of the soil conditions indicates the depth to bedrock will notbe a
concern when developing the property. Soil borings will be completed during the
engineering phases to determine the exact subsurface conditions and the bedrock depth in
the areas of construction. Steeper areas with higher erosion potential are being avoided as
much as possible as indicated by the street alignments. Hydric soils as shown on the
Olmsted County Soil Survey, and wetlands do exist on the property. The GDP indicates the

- approximate location of wetlands and it is the intent of the developer to do an actual
surveyed delineation in the near future. :

b) Storm drainage problems, which in the estimation of the applicant, may result in costs that

will exceed normal storm drainage costs.

The General Development Plan outlines seven small private storm detention ponds located
along the stream or along natural drainageways. This will reduce the need for excessive
piping to remove storm water flows to the natural low point of the site located in Area ‘F” of
the GDP. Section ‘F” contains the largest storm detention pond and is located along the
northern boundary of the site adjacent to a 40° drainage easement.

The storm drainage does not appear to cause problems that will result in the increase of
normal storm drainage costs.

Identification of potential off-site drainage problems.

The site will be served by on-site detention basins, E @ E “ W E %

orT 15 2003
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d) Availability of utilities to serve the area under consideration.

The development will connect to the existing watermain located within the Southtown
Second Subdivision on the northern property boundary and then complete the loop to connect
properties to the south of the GDP. The existing sewer trunkline that runs east and west
along the center of the development will provide adequate sanitary sewer services of this
development.

e) Identification of possible erosion problems, which may arise in the estimation of the
applicant. '

This site has moderate to very steep slopes, several delineated wetlands including a “Fen”
and a stream flowing west to east in the site with a 30’ corridor of wetlands. The wetlands
and very steep slopes have all been excluded from this development as noted in the acreage
assessments within the “‘Areas’. An Environmental Assessment Worksheet will be filed soon
after the GDP is completed.’ These sensitive areas will become the highlight of the project
creating views from east to west along the stream. The western third of the site will remain
undeveloped as shown on the GDP.

The R-2 low density residet{tial zoning will allow greater flexibility in housing types and
styles to reduce the grading impacts and possible erosion problems to the more steep sloped
areas within the buildable portions of the site.

The phasing plan outlines development starting with the commercial land along the eastern
property boundary and working westward will help reduce the potential for erosion problems.
Developing smaller pods and not disrupting the entire site by building all of the proposed
public streets at once will reduce the overall impact to the site within any one construction
season. i

Where development encroaches into areas that may have steeper slopes, erosion control
measures will be iucorporatéd into the grading plan final design.

P 4 general statement as fo the possible phasing of any development activity to occur on the
property under the control of the applicant.

The first phase of the development will be in the eastern portion of this GDP along the
Frontage road. Future phases will occur from the eastern boundary westward developing the
low-density residential pods.

I\/NCGhie E Betts, Inc.






REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

MEETING \Zq -

1-21-04
AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM NO.
PUBLIC HEARING- Continued Item PLANNING é'.. =2
ITEM DESCRIPTION: Restricted Development Preliminary Plan #03-57 by Clint and Shelly PREPARED BY:
Tagtow. The applicant is requesting approval to convert the garage on the property into 2 Brent Svenby,
living units for rental. The property is located along the east side of Marion Road and Planner

south of 16™ Street SE and has an address is 1600 Marion Road SE.

January 15, 2004

our office has not received this written request.

The applicant met with staff on Wednesday, January 14, 2004 regarding the application
submitted. It was understood that the applicant would submit a letter requesting to
withdraw his application for Restricted Development Preliminary Plan #03-57. At this time

Distribution:

City Clerk
City Attorney
Planning Department File

PON=

Council/Board Chambers at the Government Center, 151 4th Street SE.
Kim Portz Architect inc.

o

Applicant: This item will be considered sometime after 7:00 p.m. on Wednesday, January 21, 2004, in the

COUNCIL ACTION: Motion by: Second by: to:
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t

AGENDA SEGTION: ORIGINATING DEPT-
- PUBU}FéARING /‘ LANNIN,

g approvalto convert the
nits for repfal. The propérty is locat along the east’si i Planner
south of 16"

December 23, 2002

Planning Commission Recommendation:

The Rochester Planning and Zoning Commission considered this application at a public hearing on December 10, 2003.

The Planning Commission reviewed this request according to the applicable criteria and standards in the LDM. The
Commission is recommending denial to convert an accessory building into two more living units. The
Commission found that this request is not consistent with those criteria and adopted the findings to the criteria as written

in the staff report.

Ms. Rivas moved to recommend denial of Type lll, Phase Il Restricted Development Preliminary Plan #03-57 by Clint
and Shelly Tagtow based on staff-recommended findings. Mr. Quinn seconded the motion. The motion carried 6-3

with Ms. Petersson, Mr. Ohly and Mr. Staver voting nay.

Council Action Needed:

1. If the Council wishes to proceed, it should instruct the City Attorney to prepare a resolution
either approving, approving with conditions, or denying this request based upon the criteria
included in the staff report,

Attachment:

1. Staff Report dated December 1, 2003
2. Minutes from December 10, 2003 CPZC meeting

Distribution:

City Clerk
City Attorney

Planning Department File
Applicant:  This item will be considered sometime after 7:00 p.m. on Monday, January 5, 2004, in the

Council/Board Chambers at the Government Center, 151 4th Street SE.

APON =

COUNCIL ACTION: Moation by: Second by: to:
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Langseth, Valori Dlun. \
From: AVEEYTAG@aoI.com - S ' =
Sent:  Sunday, December 28, 2003 7:15 AM

To: City Hali

Subject: (no subject)

We are asking for the support of the council members at the up coming meeting in regards to the Homested
Motel at 1600 Marion RD. southeast.We applied for a resticted development from planning and zoning as we
was toid from them it would be the way to approach this.We are questing to remodel the existing garage to two
sleeping rooms and a small laundry for our guests.Planning and zoning recommended to deny it because it
would raise the density of the property to much,which | do not understand because a few years ago there was
a restaurant operating from there.We have hired Kim Portz firm to do the blue prints and they say there is no
problem.Please take the the time to look into the minutes of the Planning and Zoning commission meeting as
we already have several dollars invested and we feel there is a definate need for this addition. Thank you for

the opportunity. Avery Tagtow

12/29/2003



ROCHESTER-OLMSTED PLANNING DEPA..[MENT o ROSHESTER.y,
2122 Campus Drive SE, Suite 100 » Rochester, MN 55904-4744 5‘ RS .ftvoa
Imsted /planni H I :“
: nty.com/plannin . O ) 'y
COUNTY OF www.olmstedcounty. p ing OO*&P‘SSQ
RATED G EUsT

DATE: December 8, 2003

TO: Rochester Planning & Zoning Commission

FROM: Mitzi A. Baker, Senior Planner

RE: Restricted Development CUP #03-57 by Clint & Shelly Tagtow

This Restricted Development application was reviewed as a request to convert an
accessory building into two more living units as a multi-family use. Staff was contacted
by the applicant on Monday December 8, 2003 and informed the property is a motel use,
not multi-family. Despite this detail, staff recommendation remains a recommendation to

deny the application.

The Rochester Zoning Ordinance and Land Development Manual (LDM) defines a motel
as a “Transient Accommodation”. Transient accommodations are not a permitted use in
the R-1 district. Multi-family dwellings and Transient accommodations are both non-

conforming uses in the R-1 District.

Furthermore, the LDM does include provisions for modifying non-conforming uses,
through a Type III, Phase III hearing process (S. 65.320). This Section provides
limitations to the types of modifications permitted, and does not permit an increase in
intensity of the use. Specifically the number of residential units or floor area devoted to

the public cannot be increased.

BUILDING CODE 507/285-8345 « GIS/ADDRESSING/MAPPING 507/285-8232 + HOUSING/HRA 507/285-8224
PLANNING/ZONING 507/285-8232 « WELL/SEPTIC 507/285-8345
FAX 507/287-2275

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER



OAKVIEW DR

HIGHVIEW DR

ﬁ.A. ﬁm HIGHVIEWDR
3 HIGHVIEW DR W

23 AVE SE

/




AT

NV1d 31IS IVANLOILTHOSVY U

L3

T NSl

N 91

re0E0IVY
TALOW avaLsanoH

L

)L

NN
$390

N

@

21

IPENE]
1043l

u

INGATY

-

Ll

ord

313l

=
: VLVH@

AUvo

L¥EQ
“ON 193rous

AJTISNIL D

design for:
HOMESTEAD MOTEL
600 MARION ROAD S.E.
ROCHESTER, MINNESOTA 55904

tJOo 1t
Ava NOIGIATY
eo/12/01
AQ avaia

Prat tame:
—_——

Swarature:
—_—
Date: 02503 Reg o ; 1ca78




BUILDING CODE DATA:

CODES IN EFFECT =
Muesats Buiding Code 2002

internstional Buicig Code 2000

International Fire Code 2000

Intermational Mechameal Coe 2000

International Pmbmg Code 2000

Nationst Blectric Code 1999

BUILDING TYPE

Treve

AUTHORITY JURISDICTION

Ctty of Rochester Buldng Department
City of Rochester Pre Department

|- BUILDING CLASSIFICATION (TABLE 3-A)
A MOTEL : R}

1. OCCUPANCY SEPARATION (TADLE 3.B)
A, NOT APPUCADLE :

IN.  CONSTRUCTION TyPe
A, BUILDING GENERAL TYPE: v.p

V. ALLOWABLE FLOOR AREA (TASLE 503)
A, TABULAR FLOOR AREA
t. GROUPR-I :v.p 7.0008.r.

B. ALLOWABLE AREA INCREASES (SECTION 50C)

A = A+ [ath]y Ay
: 100} (160

A,-Mkamnnrﬂoorhapwluﬂ

!5 = Area mcrease cue to sprnider p

CODE INFORMATION: nomestero MOTEL BXPANSION

NOTES:

ALL FIRE EXTINGUISHERS TO Be:
3A40DC 5LB. CERTIFIED AND PLACED
EVERY 50-UNEAL FEET,

INTERIOR WALL AND CBILING FINISHES
MORE THAN 1/28" IN THICKNESS
SHALL HAVE A MAX, FLAME

INDEX OF 76-200 {CLASS 1))

FIRE SPRINKLERS THROUGHOUT BUILDING
AND INDEPENDENTLY CONTROLLED FOR
EACH TENANT sPace .

At-Twmml”nacw&nuth»hwﬁ(wkeﬂ
'"Mulureoudnhhhynuhﬁhdmwm&c&mmc.z

r w
ty~100 |~ .0.25)
r 30

AL=7.0008F. e p88.3 12
1p~36cc P~ 1243
1o= NA we
TOTAL ALLOWABLE ARZA : 9,562
V. ACTUAL FLOOR AREA
A DASTING GARAGE: 941 G.s.r.
V. ALLOWABLE HEIGHT
A ALLOWABLE HEIGHT (TABLE SO3): 2 sToRIES
B. ACTUAL HEIGHT: 1 sToRY

VM. PLUMBING FIXTURES,
ONE OF EACH FIXTURE PER GUES

VIV. PARKING REQUIRED:
A. HANDICAPPED

B: PARKING REQUIRED : SEE ZONING INFO.
PROVIOED : SEE ZONING INFO,

{percent) an

P-Mrmmmmhhmmmﬂwmmuﬂm.
P = Parmater of entire buidng
23-10 42 W= Mwwmum width of open space

V. OCCUPANT LOAD (ESTIMATED) : 4.7 OCCUPANTS

A FIXTURES REQUIRED (REF, CHAFTER 29, INTERNATIONAL PLUMBING CODE, & MINNESOTA BUILDING coDe)
TROOM

(SEE ARCHITECTURAL SITE FLAN)

with Section 506.3

{GUESTROOM AREAS : 200 GSF / OCC)
(LAUNDRY ARZAS : ACCESSORY)

TOTAL = 4.7 OCCUPANTS

e

ZONING INFORMAT|ON (QTY OF ROCHESTER ORDINANCES)
I GENERAL INFORMATION
5. i&"’fé?c?’:%"é’c?emw- Fre
' V DEVELOPMENT NOTES:
Il AFTEARANCE CONTROL STANDARDS (GROUP RESIDENTIAL CARE) BULDING LoEAE SiTe P SrecT
A HOUKS OF OPERATION: - PROPERTY UNES;
EXTERIOR LIGHTING

3 R
SIGN REGULANIONS: L3
LANDSCAPE MATERIAL POINT BASE:
EXTERIOR STORAGE REGULATIONS:
SITE LOCATION REGUIREMENT:
BUFFERYARD INDICATOR:

It REQUIRED OPF-STREET PARKING
A. | PER SIZEPING UNIT (TRANSENT ACCOMODATIONS)

North - 37-4° from property I
2 East - 1 1.4 from property ime
; South - 72" rom property Ine
/ West - 2€43° from property i

fErPOND)

MIX LOPMENT GUIDELINES, B-1

MAXIMUM FLOOR AREA RATIO: 8%

DISTRICT

|MINIMUM PERCENTAGE LANDSCAPE AREA:
S0%

MAXIMUM LOT COVERAGE OF ALL BUILDINGS : (&)
MAXIMUM PERMITTED HEIGHT: 200"

MINIMUM LOT SIZE: 12.500 5.7,
MINIMUM WIDTH AT BUILDING LINE: |

A12° MIN.—

13 WN.*r-

BOTTOM OF SiGN

e L

REQUIRED COLORS ARE
WHITE CHARACTERS AND
BORDER ON A BLUE FiELD.

SEE SITE PLAN POR.
LOCATIONS,

e) SIGNAGE ELEVATION
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TO: City Planning & Zoning Commission

FROM: Gregory Wise, Planner

DATE: December 1, 2003

RE: Restricted Development Preliminary Plan #03-57 by Clint and Shelly

Tagtow. The applicant is requesting approval to convert the garage on
the property into 2 living units for rental.

Planning Department Review

Applicant: Clint and Shelly Tagtow
3427 Lake Street NW
Rochester, MN 55901

Property Location: The property is located along the east side of
Marion Road and south of 16™ Street SE and has
an address is 1600 Marion Road SE.

Zoning: The property is zoned R-1 (Mixed Single Family
Residential) on the City of Rochester Zoning map.
Adjacent Zoning: South: R-1 (Mixed Single Family Residential)
across Marion Road - Longfellow
School

West: PUD (Planned Unit Development)
across Marion Road - apartment
buildings with R-3 type density.

North:  R-1 - Single family dwellings across 16"
Street SE.

East: R-3 (Medium Density Residential) - Oak
Terrace Manufactured Home Park

Summary of Proposal: The applicant is requesting approval to convert the
garage on the property into 2 living units for rental.

Referral Agency Comments: Rochester Public Utilities — Water Division, See
attached

Rochester Building Safety, See attached

recycied paper

&

BUILDING CODE 507/285-8345 » GIS/ADDRESSING/MAPPING 507/285-8232 « HOUSING/HRA 507/285-8224
PLANNING/ZONING 507/285-8232 + WELL/SEPTIC 507/285-8345
FAX 507/287-2275

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER



Rochester Fire Dept., See attached

MNDOT has indicated that the proposal should
have minimal impacts on MNDOT roadways.

Olmsted County Public Works Dept. has
indicated that any changes to the driveway access
requires an Olmsted County access permit.

Attachments: Copy of Application
Location Map
Site Map
Aerial Photo of Vicinity
Referral Comments

EXPLANATION OF APPLICATION AND REVIEW PROCEDURE:

The applicant is proposing to convert an existing 26 feet x 36 feet (approximate), 940
square feet garage into two additional dwelling units and a laundry room for tenants. The
property is the site of a former motel that has been converted into 11 apartments.

The Restricted Development allows certain mixtures of land uses which are not allowed
within a given zoning district on a permitted or conditional basis can, if regulated, serve both
the public interest and allow a more equitable balancing of private interests than that
achieved by strict adherence to standard zoning regulations. The regulations of this article
recognize and provide encouragement for innovation and experimentation in the
development of land that would otherwise not be possible under the zoning district
regulations established by this ordinance.

CRITERIA & ANALYSIS:

Sections 62.706 and 62.708 (1) of the Zoning Ordinance set forth the standards upon which
a Restricted Development Preliminary Plan is to be evaluated. The Council shall approve a
preliminary plan if it finds that the development has addressed and satisfied all of the
applicable criteria, or that a practical solution consistent with the public interest can be
incorporated into the final plan. Please see the attached excerpt from the Rochester Zoning
Ordinance and Land Development Manual for the applicable criteria.

The staff suggests the following findings for each of the 11 criteria on which the Preliminary
Development Plan is to be evaluated;

a) Capacity of Public Facilities: City sewer and water, and other utilities currently
serve the site. A separate water service must be provided to the building if
approved.



f)

g)

h)

)

k)

Geologic Hazards: There are no known geologic hazards on the property.

Natural Features: There are no unique natural features on the property that have
been identified.

Residential Traffic Report: Access to the garage will be provided via the driveway
serving the apartment building on the property which has access to Marion Road
SE. The additional traffic will be minimal, approximately 12 trips/da y.

Traffic Generation Impact: The anticipated traffic will not cause the capacity of the
adjacent streets to be exceeded. Marion Road is considered to be an “Expressway”
on the current Thoroughfare plan.

Height Impacts: This development should not Impact the adjacent properties.

Internal Site Design: Access to the building is provided via the driveway and
parking area serving the existing apartment building. The property has
approximately 24% landscape area, mainly in the northwest corner and the
southeast corner of the property.

Screening and Buffering: There is little room for screening on the east side of the
building to be converted, since the building is only four (4) feet from the east lot line.

Ordinance Requirements: The proposed development includes adequate
amounts of off-street parking and loading areas

General Compatibility: The proposed use of the site does not significantly change
the appearance of the property. The character of the surrounding neighborhood
should not be affected significantly by this proposed use. However, the 0, 49-acre
parcel currently has a dwelling density of 22,4 dwelling units per acre. This density
would be comparable to that allowed for a two-story apartment building located in
the R-3 Zoning District (maximum 24.23). The addition of two more awellings units
would cause the dwelling density to be 26.5 dwelling units per acre. Furthermore,
the provided landscape area (23.8% ) is less than that required for a two-story
building in the R-3 District (40% required).

Furthermore, an accessory structure for the use of residents of the apartments and
for the maintenance of the property seems to be a reasonable use for the existing
building. "



W

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff has reviewed this request in accordance with the applicable standards and provisions,
as included in this report. Based upon staff review and the analysis included above, staff

recommends denial of this application.



Excerpt from the Rochester Zoning Ordinance & Land Development Manual

62.706 Standards for Approval, Preliminary Development Plan: The Council shall
approve a preliminary development plan if it finds that the development has
addressed and satisfied all the criteria listed in Paragraph 62.708(1), or that a
practical solution consistent with the public interest can be incorporated into the
final development plan, or a modification for unmet criteria has been granted as
provided for in Paragraph 62.712.

62.708

Criteria for Type Il Developments: In determining whether to approve, deny, or
approve with conditions an application, the Commission and Council shall be
guided by the following criteria;

1) Preliminary Development Plan Criteria:

a)

b)

d)

f)

Capacity of Public Facilities: The existing or future planned utilities in
the area are adequate to serve the proposed development.

Geologic Hazards: The existence of areas of natural or geologic hazard,
such as unstable slopes, sinkholes, floodplain, etc., have been identified
and the development of these areas has been taken into account or will be
addressed in the Phase Il plans.

Natural Features: For developments involving new construction, the
arrangement of buildings, paved areas and open space has, to the extent
practical, utilized the existing topography and existing desirable vegetation
of the site.

Residential Traffic Impact: When located in a residential area, the
proposed development:

1) Will not cause traffic volumes to exceed planned capacities on local
residential streets;

2) Will not generate frequent truck traffic on local residential streets;

3) Wil not create additional traffic during evening and nighttime hours on
local residential streets:

Traffic Generation Impact: Anticipated traffic generated by the
development will not cause the capacity of adjacent streets to be
exceeded, and conceptual improvements to reduce the impact of access

points on the traffic flow of adjacent streets have been identified where
needed.

Height Impacts: For developments involving new construction, the
heights and placement of proposed structures are compatible with the
surrounding development. Factors to consider include:



9)

h)

)

k)

1) Wil the structure block sunlight from reaching adjacent properties
during a majority of the day for over four (4) months out of the year;

2) Will siting of the structure substantially block vistas from the primary
exposures of adjacent residential dwellings created due to differences

in elevation.

Setbacks: For developments involving new construction, proposed
setbacks are related to building height and bulk in a manner consistent with
that required for permitted uses in the underlying zoning district.

Internal Site Design: For developments involving new construction, the
preliminary site layout indicates adequate building separation and desirable
orientation of the buildings to open spaces, street frontages or other focal
points.

Screening and Buffering: The conceptual screening and bufferyards
Proposed are adequate to protect the privacy of residents in the
development or surrounding residential areas from the impact of interior
traffic circulation and parking areas, utility areas such as refuse storage,
noise or glare exceeding permissible standards, potential safety hazards,
unwanted pedestrian/bicycle access, or to subdue differences in
architecture and bulk between adjacent land uses.

Ordinance Requirements: The proposed development includes adequate
amounts of off-street parking and loading areas and, in the case of new
construction, there is adequate landscaped area to meet ordinance

requirements.

General Compatibility: The relationship of the actual appearance,
general density and overall site design of the proposed development
should be compared to the established pattern of zoning, the character of
the surrounding neighborhood and the existing land forms of the area to
determine the general compatibility of the development with its
surroundings.



Rochester Building
Safety Department

To: Jennifer Garness, Planning Department

From: Kenneth Heppelmann

ccC: Clint & Shelly Tagtow
"Kim Portz Architect, Inc.

Date: November 13, 2003

Re: Restricted Development Plan #03-57

The above referenced restricted development plan appears to indicate a change of use of an existing
building. A change of use of an existing building will require building permits and the building will be

whether the occupants of the building are transient in nature or primarily permanent in nature the
occupancy classification could be R-1 regulated by the 2000 International Building Code, or R-3
regulated by the 2000 Intemational Residential Code. Complete plans and specifications are required
to be submitted for the building permits prior to construction.

Some of the building code issues that may be encountered are:

¢  Frost depth foundations ~ If the existiﬁg structure was buiit with a'ﬂdéting concrete slab, frost
depth (42 inches) foundations must be'provided. *

e Location on property — Depending on the typé of occupancy, as noted in the first paragraph,
walls with a fire separation distance of less than 5 feet may be required to have a one-hour fire

resistance rating. - “.

*  Accessibility — Depending on the type of ocgupancy, as noted in the first paragraph,
accessibility might have to be provided to and within the units.
~*  Energy Code — The unheated concrete slab must be insulated around the perimeter from the
top of the floor slab down to frost depth or to the top of the footing, whichever is less.

¢ Energy Code - Energy calculations must be submitted showing that the exterior envelope of
the building meets the requirements of the energy code.

*  Structural— A structural evaluation must be brovided by a design bfofessional, showing that
- the structure is capable of supporting the snow and wind loads as required.

v




Thisis a Summary of some of the code issues that may be encountered. There are other code
requirement,s that will have to be complied with and will be required to be shown on the plans. A more
complete list of requirements will be provided after a permit is applied for, plans are submitted and a

Plan review js completed.

«

Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns,

® Page 2
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The hand to réach for...
DAVID A. KAPLER

Fire Chief
DATE: November 13, 2003
TO:  Jennifer Garness, Planning
FROM: R. Vance Swisher, Fire Protectidn Specialist ' ‘
SUBJ: Resfricteq Developrpent Preliminary Plan #03-57 by Clint and Shelly Tagtow. The

Street and has an address is 1600 Marion Rd SE.
With regard to the above noted project plan, the fire department has the foﬂowing requirements:

1. Al buildings are required to display the proper street address number on the building front, which s

Plainly visible and legible from the street fronting the Property. Number size must be a minimum 4”
high on contrasting background when located on the building and 3" high if located on a rural mail
box at the public road fronting the property. Reflective numbers are recommended.

2. The building and al required remodeling shall meet.the minimum requirements of the Rochester
Building and Fire Codes for a R1 occupancy.

c: Donn Richardson, RPU, Water Division
Mark Baker, Rochester Public Works
Clint & Shelly Tagtow
Kim Portz Architect, Inc
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12/03/03

Regarding:
Restricted Development Preliminary Plan #03-57, by Clint and Shelly Tagtow.

As aresident of 15" street, I am opposed to this proposed plan. The area is zoned R-1.

I have lived on this street for 27 years and feel to alter the zoning of the area from single
family status would be detrimental to the area.

I do not oppose rental property. My street has had multiple houses as rentals in the years I
have lived here. I am familiar with renters and the differences between short term and long

term neighbors.

I'am opposed to the prospect that the lots in the area will become over crowded with
multiple dwellings, such as this plan is proposing.

I am sorry I have to speak up against the plans of a neighbor. I am sure they feel this is a
good idea. But I do not feel that way.

Sincerely,

Elof S Y 5T

Richard T. Westlund
2056 15" St. SE
Rochester, MN.
289-2538
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12/06/03

Regarding: Restricted Development Preliminary Plan #03-57 by Clint &
Shelly Tagtow

As a resident of 15" Street | am opposed to this proposal plan
because the area is zoned R-1.

I have been a resident on 15 Street for around 30 years and
the ara is zoned r-1 and to change that would be detrimental to the

area.

Our street has multiple houses as rental units. Since | have lived
here | see the difference between renting a house and owning one.

I am upset that the Tagtow's think they can take a garage and
Mmake a rental unit out of it. |am greatly opposed to the plan.

Sincerely,

(s fv

David Rich
. 2107 15" Street SE
Rochester, MN 55904

L EBETTE
(L] DEC - g 7 ﬂ

i

.

Sig

i PLANNING DEPAATHENT |

ot

Al




¥

Page 20
City Planning and Zoning Commission Minutes
Hearing Date: December 10, 2003

A. A Bufferyard Indicator of Vil shall be used when screening the proposed use
from the addacent properties.

B. Allow wall signaye to have internal lighting.

C. Only allow wall signage on the north wall of the builgiig.

2. No exterior storage of materj s and equipmént.

4. Project must comply with referral reqdjp¥ments of Rochester Public Works, dated

November 26, 2003, and Rochester Fj &> vepartment, dated November 26, 2003.

‘5. The location of the future garage/As identiMed on the site plan, must be located
outside all utility easements apd required bu {eryards. IR

6. The grading and drainage;Mlans and erosion an edimentatibh ¢6htrdl plans must be
approved by the City pridF to commencement of \ading ac.tivit_‘ies‘, on this property. o

YN

7. The applicant muspfrovide surety that guarantees th) the site will be fully restored, -
after completion4f the excavation activity, to a safe colgjtion, and one that permits
reuse of the g in a manner compatible with the Comprele sive plan, neighborhood
Plans, and J#And use Plan and applicable City policies. Said dyrety mu_s't,\bes_'prpyidedv

prior to g¥mmencement of grading activities on this property. %

3\
Restricted Development Preliminary Plan #03-57 by Clint and Shelly Tagtow. The
applicant is requesting approval to convert the garage on the property into 2 living units
for rental. The property is located along the east side of Marion Road and south of 16"
Street SE and has an address is 1600 Marion Road SE,

Mr. Brent Svenby presented the staff report, dated December 1, 2008, to the Commission. The
staff report is on file at the Rochester-Olmsted Planning Department.

Mr. Svenby explained that, when the staff report was written, staff had the impression that the

motel was used as a multi-family apartment building. However, the applicant contacted them
and indicated that it is stilled used as a motel, Despite this detail, staff is still not recommending

approval of the application.
Ms. Wiesner asked if rezoning the property would allow them to do this.

Mr. Svenby stated that the rezoning criteria would need to be reviewed.

the Ordinance.

Ms. Wiesner asked if it would work in the B-5 zoning district.
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City Planning and Zoning Commission Minutes
Hearing Date: December 10, 2003

Ms. Baker responded that it did not allow the use.
Ms. Petersson asked if the applicant could apply for a variance.
Ms. Baker responded that the Commission would have to act on the application before them.,

Mr. Burke asked if removing the structure to build it to code would have a bearing on the
application.

Mr. Svenby responded no, as they would still be increasing the intensity and use of the site. It
would also be non-conforming. Transient accommodations are not permitted in the R-1 zoning

district. A section of the Ordinance prohibits non-conforming uses to increase the number of
residential uses if the property is non-conforming.

Ms. Petersson asked jf a variance would be possible.
Mr. Svenby responded that a variance cannot be made for a use.
Ms. Petersson asked if a conditional use permit would allow them this type of use.

Mr. Svenby responded that they are requesting a conditional use permit at this time (restricted
development).

With no one else wishing to be heard, Ms. Wiesner closed the public hearing.

Ms. Rivas asked if an accessory building could be converted into a service area without having
a zone change.

Ms. Baker responded that the non-conforming use section of the Ordinance does address
modifications to non-conforming uses. It specifically prohibits the intensification of the use with
regard to adding dwelling units or Space dedicated to the public.

Ms. Petersson stated that the space would only be used for the tenants and staff,

Mr. Wheeler stated that the County Ordinance allowed the restaurant use on that property
previously.



&
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City Planning and Zoning Commission Minutes
Hearing Date: December 10, 2003

Mr. Dockter moved to recommend denial of Restricted Development Preliminary Plan
#03-57 by Clint and Shelly Tagtow with the staff-recommended findings. Mr. Quinn

seconded the motion.

Ms. Petersson stated that she would like to find a way to allow the use.
Ms. Wiesner agreed, but they couldn't based on the Zoning Ordinance.

Mr. Staver stated that Criteria K, listed in the staff repon, pertains to general compatibility. It
Seems compatible to what is occurring on the property, but it is not allowed in the zoning district.

| The motion to deny carried 6-3, with Ms. Petersson, Mr. Ohly, and Mr. Staver voting nay. |

Mr. Wheeler stated that the Commission could initiate a zone change for the property.

Ms. Baker stated that there is an R-3 zoning district adjacent to the property. There would be

Mr. Wheeler Suggested that the Commission wait to see how the City Council acts on the
current request.

Zoning District Amendment #03-23 AND General Development Plin #220 by Kelly and
Kristi MadsdQ. The ap plicants are proposing to Ié-zone propepfy at 4006 Highway 14
East from H (Hdding to B-4 (General Commercial) to facilit expansion of commercial
land uses current AOccupied by Bob’s Construction and reftal storage buildings. The

J

property includes ap PXpximately 7.94 acres of land and igflocated east of 40° Ave. SE
and south of TH 14 Eas h

Ms. Mitzi A. Baker presented th)
staff report is on file at the Roche

Mr. Josh Johnson, of McGhie & Betts, M. (164hird Avenue SE, Rochester MN), addressed
the Commission. He stated that the applidg #rees with the staff-recommended conditions.
He stated that they would work with MnDO Xhen it comes to the access onto 40" Avenue.

4

With no one else wishing to be heard,s. Wiegper closed the public hearing.

Mr. Burke moved to recommend a roval of Zonin District Amendment #03-23 by Kelly
' and Kristi Madson with the staff-rgfeommended findiNgs. Mr. Ohly seconded the motion.

The motion carried 9-0.

ment Plan #220 by Kelly

Mr. Burke moved to recommgind approval of General Devel
nditions. ‘Mr.,Ohly'

and Kristi Madson with the aff-recommended findings and
seconded the motion. Th¢ motion carried 9-0. B

CONDITIONS:




ROCHESTER-OLMSTED PLANNING DEPARTMENT ot ROCHESTER
2122 Campus Drive SE, Suite 100 » Rochester, MN 55904-4744 e N

COUNTY OF www.olmstedcounty.coanlanning
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DATE: December 30, 2003

TO: Rochester Common Council

FROM: Mitzi A. Baker, Senior Planner

RE: Restricted Development #03-57 (Tagtow/Tic Toc Motel)

Variance for Construction of Garage

Attached is a Variance from 1991, for the construction of the accessory building
currently requested for conversion into two rental units.

A Variance to setbacks was approved to permit the construction of a 26' X 36’
detached garage to be used for the storage of equipment and supplies for the
motel on the property.

Please note that this Variance was reviewed under a previous Ordinance (pre
1992).

BUILDING CODE 507/285-8345 « GIS/ADDRESSING/MAPPING 507/285-8232 » HOUSING/HRA 507/285-8224

—— PLANNING/ZONING 507/285-8232 » WELL/SEPTIC 507/285-8345
Ay FAX 507/287-2275
%é AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER



ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
City of Rochester, Minnesota

VARTIANCE RESOL UTTION

Variance Request #91-15 (Lawrence Davis)

WHEREAS, an application has been filed on behalf of the owners of the
premises known as: All that part of Lot 4, Block 3, DeWitt's Subdivision,
Olmsted County, Minnesota, described as follows: Coumencing for a place of
beginning at a point in the East line of said Lot 4, which is 213 feet south
of the NE corner thereof and rumning thence south along the east line of saigd
Lot 184.15 feet to the northerly right of way line of Trumk Highway 20 and 52,

purposes asking the Zoning Board of Appeals of the City of Rochester to
grant a variance to the provisions of Paragraph 62.107 of the Zoning Code
(Ordinance No. 1659, as amended) to permit the construction of a garage that
would encroach into the required side yard and would allow an expansion of a
nonconforming use on property known as the Homestead Motel and zoned R-1
(Single Family Residential) and located at 1600 Marion Road SE

WHEREAS, the matter of such variance has been reviewed by the Zoning
Administrator and he has submitted his report to the Zoning Board of Appeals
in the Commissioners Board Room, located at the Olmsted County Courthouse, 515

2nd Street SW, Rochester, MN, at 7:00 p.m. on August 7, 1991, at which
hearing all interested persons were given the opportunity to be heard,

Now, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Zoning Board of Appeals of the City
of Rochester asg follows:

. EINDINGS OF FACT AND CONDITIONS:

The premises at 1600 Marion Road SE is located in the R-1 (Single Family
Residential) Zoning District.

EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES: There would appear to be exceptional
circumstances that would apply to this Property that might not apply generally
to other properties in the same zoning district and vicinity. The property
consists of a non-conforming structure with a non-conforming use on a lot.

the applicant. In addition, the Oak Terrace Mobile Home Park is directly to
the east of the applicant’s property. It was noted that other pProperties
appear to be closer to the line also.

NATURAL CAUSES: The alleged difficulty or hardship has resulted from the
applicant’s Tequest to build an accessory structure that would be an expansion

of a non-conforming use and would not meet the interior side yard requirement
in the Zoning Ordinance.

PRESERVATION OF PROPERTY RIGHTS: The granting of this variance would not
appear to be necessary to preserve the property rights of the applicant which

would be similar to the property rights of other property owners in the same



zoning district and vicinity. This would be considered an expansion of 3
non-conforming use. It was noted that if thig request was viewed frop the
Standpoint of the business, this variance may be necessary for the enjoyment

of the Property,

ABSENCE OF DETRIMENT: The granting of this variance might impair the intent
of the Zoning Ordinance in regards to the eXxpansion of ga non-conforming use to

another part of the lot,

GENERAL NATURE : is variance request would not appear to be general or
Tecurrent inp nature,

Mr. DeWitz made a motion to approve Variance Request #91-15 for both
Variances, seconded by Mr. Treichel. The motion carried 5-0.

CONCLUSION:
=iy

(Single Family Residential) and located at 1600 Marion Road SE according to
the plans therefore dated "Received July 5, 1991, Department of Planning and
Housing, Olmsted County",

Passed and adopted by the Zoning rd of Appeals of the City of
Rochester, Minnesota, this 7th d 1991, and becomes effective on
the 12th day of August, 1991 .

President (6f saig Zoning Board of Appeals

Attest: P
Secretary, Zonfng Administrator

Subscribed ang sSworn to before me thisg z&E%&ay of ,4%ZA;ZZ;LZ£bL/
/

oL x@-—éw ﬂM

Notary Public

DOLORES A. SWANSON
NOTARY PUBLIC—MINNESOTA
: DODGE COUNTY

V' MY COMMISSION EXPIRES ¢-10-07

DECISION OF ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS - VARIANCE

. : h
Filed in the office of the City Clerk this l’t’day of Sg P! , 1991,
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ROCHESTER OLMSTED
HANMNGANDHOU&NG

2122 CAMPUS DR SE
ROCHESTER MN 55904-4744
ADMINISTRATION 507/285-8232

PLANNING 507/285-8232
HRA 507/285-8224
T0: Rochester Zonéggmﬁoard of Appeals
FROM: Gregory A. Wi¢ » Planner
DATE: July 31, 1991
RE: Variance Request #91-15
Planning and Housing Department Review:
Applicant: Lawrence Davis
2132 - 8th Ave. NE
Rochester, MN 55906
Location of Property: 1600 Marion Rd. SE (Homestead Motel) located

on the corner of Marion Rd. SE and 16th St
SE.

Requested Action: The applicant is requesting a variance to
allow for the construction of a garage that
would encroach into the required interior
side yard upon the property. Furthermore,

the applicant ig requestjng a variance to

allow the Timited expansion of a
non-conforming use by adding an accessory

structure,
Zoning: R-1 (Single Family Residential) District
Referral Agency Comments: None to Date

Analysis:

The applicant is requesting a variance to allow for the construction of a 26
foot x 36 foot detached garage upon the property where the Homestead Mote] is

€quipment and supplies for the motel on the property. The pProperty consists
of a triangular shaped lot at the corner of Marion Road SF and 16th Street
SE.

District, the Homestead Mote] is a non-conforming use. According to Paragraph
62.601 of the Rochester Zoning Ordinance, "a non-conforming use of land shal]

AN EQUAL OPPOFITUNITY/AFFIHMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER



\

not be moved in whole or part to any portion of the lot or parcellother than
Because the proposed garage would be accessory to the motel, the conétruction
of the garage would be considered to pe an expansion of the non-conforming use
Lo another portion of the Tot. A variance to Paragraph 62.60] would be
necessary before the garage could be built,

Furthermore, since the applicant is requesting to build the detached garage in
the lot along Marion Road SE (the motel is Situated along the north side of
the pProperty along 16th Street SE), the garage would be required to meet all
the same yard requirements as a principal building on the Jot according to
Paragraph 62.107c¢ of the Rochester Zoning Ordinance. This would include the

interior side yard requirements in the Zoning Ordinance.

feet. The applicant is requesting to construct the garage 4 feet off of the
interior side lot line to the east. A variance of 8 feet ‘to the minimum
required interior side yard would be required.

PLANNING AND HOUSING DEPARTMENT SUGGESTED FINDINGS:

circumstances that would apply to this property that might not apply generally
to other properties in thg same zoning district and vicin;y. The property

The mote] building is only two (2) feet from the east 1ot line according to
the applicant. In addition, the O0ak Terrace Mobile Home Park is directly to

the east of the applicant's property.

NATURAL CAUSES: The alleged difficulty or hardship has resulted from the
applicant's request to build an accessory structure that would be an expansion
- of a non-conforming use and would not meet the interior side yard requirement

in the Zoning Ordinance.

PRESERVATION OF PROPERTY RIGHTS: The granting of this variance would not

- dppear to be necessary to preserve the property rights of the applicant which
would be similar to the property rights of other property owners in the same
zoning district and vicinity. This would be considered an expansion of a -

ABSENCE oF DETRIMENT: The granting of this variance might impair the intent
of the Zoning Ordinance in regards to the expansion of a non-conforming use to

another part of the lot.

GENERAL NATUE. This variance request would not appear to be general or
recurrent in nature.

Attachments:

1. Location Map

2. Copy of Application and Attached Letter
3. Copy of Applicant's Site Plan
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district and vicinity. The applicant could have applied for a Conditional Use
Permit to park within eight (8) feet of the front property line, and if
approved, could have landscaped this 8 foot area. The applicant could then
have constructed a 6 foot fence at the 8 foot setback from the front 1ot line,

Pace 3
Rochester Zoning Board of Appeals
Hearing Date: August 7, 1991

ABSENCE OF DETRIMENT: This variance request would appear to be detrimenta]

to the intent of the Rochester Zoning Ordinance. The applicant could have
applied for a Conditional Use ‘Permit to park within eight (8) feet of the
front property line, and if approved, could have landscaped this 8 foot area,
The applicant could then have constructed a 6 foot fence at the 8 foot setback

from the front ot 1ine,

GENERAL NATURE: This variance request would not appear to be general or
recurrent in nature.

Mr. Treichel made a motion to approve Variance Request #91-14, seconded by
Mr. DeWitz. The motion carried 5-0. '

Variance Request #91-15 by Lawrence Davis to permit the construction of a.
garaqge that would encroach into the required side vard on_property known as

Mr. Lawrence Davis, the applicant, stated that this property is zoned R-1 and
he has a triangular piece of property. If the garage is set 12' out, Rooms 10
and 11 could not see the swing sets; on the other side of the line there is a
12" high hedge. He noted that on 14th, 15th, and 16th Streets every building

is right on that fence row.
Mr. Lancaster asked what he meant by "dry run".
Mr. Davis responded that water runs in this area only when it rains.

No else wished. to speak in favor of or in opposition to the request. Mr.
DeWitz made a motion to close the public hearing, seconded by Mr.
Treichel. The motion carried 5-0.

EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES: There would appear to be exceptional

circumstances that would apply to this property that might not apply generally
to other properties in the same zoning district and vicinity. The property
consists of a non-conforming structure with a non-conforming use on a lot.

The mote) building is only two (2) feet from the east lot line according to
the applicant. In addition, the Qak Terrace Mobile Home Park is directly to
the east of the applicant's property. It was noted that other properties

appear to be closer to the line also.

NATURAL CAUSES: The alleged difficulty or hardship has resulted from the
applicant's request to build dn accessory structure that would be an expansion
of a non-conforming use and would not meet the interior side yard requirement

in the Zoning Ordinance.

PRESERVATION OF PROPERTY RIGHTS: The granting of this variance would not
appear to be necessary to preserve the property rights of the applicant which
would be similar to the property rights of other property owners in the same
zoning district and vicinity. This would be considered an expansion of a
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Rochester Zoning Board of Appeals
Hearing Date: August 7, 199]

non-conforming use. It was noted that if this request was viewed from the
standpoint of the business, this variance may be necessary for the enjoyment

of the property.

ABSENCE 0OFf DETRIMENT: The granting of this variance might impair the intent
of the Zoning Ordinance in regards to the expansion of a non-conforming yse to

another part of the lot.

GENERAL NATURE - This variance request would not appear to be general or
recurrent in nature,

Mr. Livingston noted that the Board is considering 2 variances.,

Mr. DeWitz made a motion to approve Variance Request #91-15 for both
variances, seconded by Mr. Treichel. The motion carried 5-0.

Variance Request #91-22 by Bernard Nesler to permit a screened-in porch to
€ncroach into the required rear yard on Droperty located at 4910 Sy Tee Court

and zoned R-2 (Low Density Residential).

Mr. Frank Leary, the applicant, stated'that he has been Struck by golf balls
and also balls land on the porch. They would like to screen the porch for

safety reasons.

Mr. Nesler, the applicant, 4910 Tee Court Sw, stated that he too incurs the
same problems as Mr. Leary. He noted that they will pe using the same
architectural plan, although the Nesler's éncroach 10 feet and the Leary's

éncroach only nine- feet.

Mr. Peterson asked if there were other condos that would be experiencing the
same problems. :

Mr. Nesler noted that theijr condo is right in the Tine of fire, the other
condos are not in the line,

Henderson, The motion carried 5-Q.

Mr. Lancaster noted that they are discussing two requests, but there 1§ a one
difference, one being 9 foot ang the other being 10 foot. There is no

difference with the information.

Exceptional Circumstances: An exc ‘
applying to the Property that would not apply generally to others in the same




REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING \ ‘
DATE: 121.04%

AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT: ITE .
PUBLIC HEARINGS PLANNING 4/
ITEM DESCRIPTION: Final Plat #03-46 to be known as Waters Subdivision PREPARED BY:
Brent Svenby,
Planner

January 15, 2004

Planning Department Review:

pecified in the attached memorandum from the Planning Department GIS/A ddressing staff dated January 2,
2004.

3. The Final Plat documents shall include utility easements for the existing electrical distribution facilities,
water main and fire hydrant existing on the Property. Rochester Public Utilities shall approve the width of the

easements,

4. Grading and Drainage Pjlan approval is required prior to additional development on the Property and a Storm
Water Management Charge will pe applicable for an Y increase in impervioys surface associated with

additional development.

5. Prior to the recording of the finaj plat documents, alf building code issues raised p Y the creation of the
Property line through the existing building shall pe resolved to the satisfaction of the Rochester Building

Safety Department,

Council Action Needed: - _
1. A resolution approving the plat can be adopted,

Distribution:
1. City Admin istrator
2. City Attorney
3. Planning Department File
4. Applicant: This item will be considered sometime after 7:00 p.m. on Wednesday, January 21, 2004 in the Council
Chambers at the Rochester/Olmsted County Government Center,
5. McGhie & Betts, inc.

————

COUNCI L ACT'ON + Motion by: Second by: to:
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ROCHESTER-OLMSTED PLANNING DEPARTMENT Qe ROHESTER Y

2122 Campus Drive SE, Suite 100 » Rochester, MN 55904-4744 é“f} """" .."":PO),
o 3%
COUNTY OF www.olmstedcounty.com/planning %o : . :,::
Ry R o
AOQA }E‘B:xﬁaﬁé't'y?‘
TO: Rochester Common Council
FROM: Brent Svenby, Planner
DATE: January 15, 2004
RE: Final Plat #03-46 Water Subdivision
Planning Department Review:
Applicant/Owner: Ron Braasch/Kevin Swanson
2630 South Broadway, Suite 500
Rochester, MN 55904
Surveyors/Engineers: McGhie & Betts, Inc.
1648 Third Avenue SE
Rochester, MN 55904
Referral Comments: 1. Rochester Building & Safety
2. Rochester Public Works Department
3. Planning Department - Addressing Staff
4. RPU - Water Division
5. RPU - Operations Division
6. MnDOT
Report Attachments: 1. Referral Comments (5 Letters)
2. Copy of Final Plat
3. Location Map
Plat Data:
Location of Property: The property is located along the north side of 7%
Street NW, south of Schuster Lane NW and
southwest of the DM & E railroad tracks.
Zoning: The property is zoned M-2 (Industrial) district on the
City of Rochester Zoning Map.
Proposed Development: The Applicant is proposing to re-subdivide Outlot A,
Valleyhigh Second Subdivision into 2 lots for
commercial development.
Roadways: No new right-of-way is being dedicated with this plat,

however controlled access will need to be dedicated.
Based on access Spacing standards this property will
be limited to a single shared access no greater than
32 feet in width, unless the applicant receives a
substandard access location from the City Engineer

BUILDING CODE 507/285-8345 GIS/ADDRESSING/MAPPING 507/285-8232 + HOUSING/HRA 507/285-8224
PLANNING/ZONING 507/285-8232 WELL/SEPTIC 507/285-8345

frecyciod pager
Ay FAX 507/287-2275
% AN EQUAL OPPOHTUNITY/AFFIHMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER

tecyciable
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Waters Subdivision
January 15, 2004

(section 64.146 of the LDM). Location of the shared
access shall be approved by the City Engineer.

Pedestrian Facilities: A pedestrian facilities agreement has been executed

for the property.

Wetlands: Minnesota Statutes now require that all developments

be reviewed for the presence of wetlands or hydric
soils. A No-Loss application has been submitted for
this property; however, a decision cannot be made
until Spring. The wetlands would not affect this plat.

Public Utilities: Pubiic utilities already serve the property. Existing
utilities easements must be shown on the plat.

Parking: Parking requirements for this property will be
reviewed at the time specific development is
proposed.

General Development Plan: There is no approved GDP for the property. The

applicant has filed a proposed GDP for the property,
which will be reviewed at a later date.

PIanning Staff and Recommendation:

No preliminary plat was required for this Plat. There are no new public roadways and no
connections to adjacent properties.

Staff would recommend approval subject to the following conditions:

1.

The Final Plat Documents shall include dedication of controlled access along the
entire frontage of 7" Street N W; except for access locations approved through the
General Development Plan review process for the property. If only one access is
permitted, cross access easements must be recorded prior to or concurrent with

t

the Final Plat documents, which provide for the joint access location, and long-

term maintenance obligations.

Prior to recording the final plat documents, the E911 Addressing and GIS Impact
fees shall be paid as specified in the attached memorandum from the Planning
Department GiS/A ddressing staff dated January 2, 2004,

The Final Plat documents shall include utility easements for the existing electrical
distribution facilities, water main and fire hydrant existing on the property.
Rochester Public Utilities shall approve the width of the easements.

Grading and Drainage Plan approval is required prior to additional development on
the property and a Storm Water Management Charge will be applicable for any
increase in impervious surface associated with additional development.

Prior to the recording of the final plat documents, all building code issues raised
by the creation of the property line through the existing building shall be resolved
to the satisfaction of the Rochester Building Safety Department,
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TO: Consolidated Planning Department
2122 Campus Drive SE

WOR
Rochester, MN 55904 201 4" Street SE Room 108
Rochester, MN 55904-3740
507-287-7800
FAX - 507-281-6216

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC
KS

FROM: Mark E. Baker

DATE: 1/12/04

The Department of Public Works has reviewed the application for FP#03-46 for the proposed
Waters Subdivision (replat of part of Outlot ‘A, Valleyhigh 2™ Subdivision. The following are
Public Works comments on this request:

1. Grading & Drainage Plan approval will be required prior to additional development
on this Property and a Storm Water Management Charge will be applicable for any
increase in impervious surface associated with additional development.

2. A Pedestrian Facilities Agreement has been executed for this Property.

3. Execution of a City-Owner Contract is required prior to construction of any public
infrastructure needed for additional develop of this Property.

4. Based on access spacing standards, this subdivision will be limited to a single shared
access for Lots 1 & 2, no greater than 32 feet in width, and in a location approved by
the City Engineer. The Owner should submit a proposed access location to Public

** This Property has previously been assessed and paid charges for SAC, as
well as, Sanitary Sewer & Watermain Connection associated with City
Project 6207-4-68. The entire Property is subject to a Water Availability
Charge (WAC) prior to any new utility connections being approved to
municipal sewer and/or water, at the rate in place at the time of connection,
plus a Storm Water Management Charge for any increase in impervious area.

C:\Documents and Settings\plajgarn\Local Settings\Temporary Intemet Files\OLK3\FPO3-46 Waters Subdivision.doc



City of Rochester

Building Safety Department

Memo

To: Bret Svenby, Planner

From:  Ron Boose, Building Safety Director Y?B
Date: January 14, 2004

Subject: Final Plat #03-46 AKA Waters subdivision

CC: Ron Braasch/Kevin Swanson
McGhie and Betts, Inc

\

that we might have preliminary plans for review before the Council meeting
on January 21%, |n ejther event, we would prefer that al| building code
issues raised by the creation of the property line be identified and resolutions

agreed to prior to recording of this plat.
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JIRE DEPT

The hand to reach for...
DAVID A. KAPLER

Fire Chief
DATE: January 13, 2004
TO:  Jennifer Garness, Planning
FROM: R. Vance Swisher, Fire Protection Specialist
SUBJ: Final Plat #03-46 to be known as Waters Subdivision by Ron Braasch/Kevin Swanson.

With regard to the above noted project plan, the fire department has the following requirements:

1. An adequate water supply shall be provided for fire protection including hydrants properly located
and installed in accordance with the specifications of the Water Division. Hydrants shall be in place
prior to commencing building construction.

2. Al buildings are required to display the proper street address number on the building front, which is
plainly visible and legible from the street fronting the property. Number size must be a minimum 4"
high on contrasting background when located on the building and 3” high if located on a rural mail
box at the public road fronting the property. Reflective numbers are recommended.

c: Donn Richardson, RPU, Water Division (e-mail only)
Mark Baker, Rochester Public Works (e-mail only)
McGhie & Betts, Inc. (e-mail only)

Ron Braasch / Kevin Swanson

RECEIVED
JAN 1 3 2004

ROCHESTER- OLMSTED
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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we pledge, we detiver

DATE:
TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

January 9, 2004

Jennifer Garness, Planning Dept.
Rochester-Oimsted Planning Dept.

Michael J. Engle, Supv. of Distribution Design
Rochester Public Utilities
280-1579

Final Plat #03-46 to be known as Waters Subdivision by Ron
Braasch/Kevin Swanson. The applicant is proposing to re-subdivide
Outlot A, Valleyhigh Second Subdivision into 2 lots for commercial
development. The Property is located along the north side of 7" Street
NW, south of Schuster Lane NW and southwest of the DM & E railroad
tracks.

RPU’s Operations Division review of the above-referenced final plat is complete and our
comments follow:

1. A utility easement covering the location of the existing electrical distribution
facilities should be shown on the plat.

Sincerely,

Toichad) 24

la

. Ron Braasch/Kevin Swanson
McGhie & Betts, Inc.

Rochester Public Utilities, 4000 East River Road NE, Rochester, Minnesota 55906-2813

telephone 507-280-1540 facsimile 507-280-1542
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we pledge, we deliver

January 6, 2004

Rochester-Olmsted
CONSOLIDATED PLANNING DEPARTMENT
2122 Campus Drive SE

Rochester, MN 55904-7996

REFERENCE: Final Plat #03-46 by Ron Braasch/Kevin Swanson to be known as Waters
Subdivision.

Dear Ms. Garness:
Our review of the referenced final plat is complete and our comments follow:

1. The existing 8” cast iron water main that runs along the east side of the existing building to
the fire hydrant north of the building is considered public. A 20’ minimum public utility
easement is required for this main.

2. Final construction plans and a public utility easement for any water main extension or

relocation required to serve the additional buildings will need to conform to standard City of
Rochester Requirements. No plans have been reviewed at this time.

Please contact us at 507-280-1600 if you have questions.

Very truly yours,

(O Pl

Donn Richardson
Water

C:  Doug Rovang, RPU
Mike Engle, RPU
Mark Baker, City Public Works
Vance Swisher, Fire Prevention
McGhie & Betts, Inc
Ron Braasch/Kevin Swanson

Rochester Public Utilities, 4000 East River Road NE, Rochester, Minnesota 55906-2813
telephone 507-280-1540 facsimile 507-280-1542



Rochester-Oimsted Planning Department
GIS/Addressing Division

2122 Campus Drive SE

Rochester, MN 55904-4744

Phone: (507) 285-8232

Fax:  (507) 287-2275

FINAL PLAT REFERRAL RESPONSE
DATE: January 2, 2004
TO: Jennifer Garness
FROM: Randy Growden

GIS/Addressing Staff

Rochester-Olmsted County

Planning Department
CC: Pam Hameister, Wendy Von Wald: McGhie and Betts

RE: WATERS SUBDIVISION
FINAL PLAT #03-46

UPON REVIEW OF THIS PLAT THE FOLLOWING FEES ARE REQUIRED TO BE
PAID BEFORE THE PLAT IS RECORDED. THIS APPLIES TO ALL PLATS
RECORDED ON OR AFTER JANUARY 1, 2004.

E911 ADDRESSING FEE: $40.00 (1 LOTS/ADDRESSES)

GIS IMPACT FEE: $320.00 (2 LOTS/OUTLOTS)

Notes: 1. Additional E911 Addressing fees may be required upon Site Plan review.
2. Final Plats must be legally recorded before request for address Applications are
submitted to E911 Addressing Staff-Rochester/Olmsted County Planning Dept.

A review of the final plat has turned up the following ADDRESS or ROADWAY related issues:

NOTE: Addressing fees for only one address are being assessed at this time, as there is already one
address in use. The seven proposed buildings that are seen on the GDP will be assessed addressing

fees at the time building permits are applied for.

c:\documents and settings\plajgarn\local settings\temporary internet files\olk3\waterssubdivisionfp03-46.doc



REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

MEETING - \13

DATE: 121/04 %

AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM NO.
RESOLUTIONS AND ORDINANCES CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE G

ITEM DESCRIPTION: PREPARED BY:
RESOLUTIONS AND ORDINANCES TERE}’{ Zolgms

G. 1. RESOLUTIONS

G. 2. FIRST READING OF ORDINANCES, as appropriate.

G. 3. SECOND READING OF ORDINANCES (for adoption).

a) An Ordinance Creating and Enacting Chapter 19 of the Rochester Code of Ordinances, Relating to the

City Advisory Committees, Boards and Commissions.

b) An Ordinance Rezoning Approximately .79 Acres Of Property From The B-4 Zoning District To The B-1
Zoning District, And Amending Ordinance No. 2785, Known As The Zoning Ordinance And Land
Development Manual Of The City of Rochester, Minnesota. Said property is located on the south side of

Eastwood Road SE, and East of Casey’s General Store.

c) An Ordinance Amending And Reenacting Chapter 38 Of the Rochester Code Of Ordinances, Relating To

The Housing Code: Registration Of Rental Units.

d) An Ordinance Amending And Reenacting Chapter 34 of The Rochester Code of Ordinances, Relating

To The Housing Code.

G. 4. MISCELLANEOUS

COUNCIL ACTION: Motion by:

Second by:

to:









